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PREFACE

THis is the first of four companion volumes, in which
I have attempted to translate the works attributed to
Xenophon. The three remaining volumes will, it is
hoped, be published in succession within a reasonable
time. '

The text, which, as a rule, I have followed through-
out, is the editio stereotypa of Gustav Sauppe, the
occasional variations from which are noted at the
bottom of the page.

The task, which I set myself some years -
to produce a version which should be true at once to
the sense and spirit of the original and at the same
time readable as an English book. I desired, in other
words, to follow in the footsteps of the Master of
Balliol, non passibus aequis; and in the case of so
popular and plain a writer as Xenophon I thought
I might satisfy my ambition.

I did not, as it now appears to me, sufficiently allow
for personal deficiencies ; nor until I came to study the
problem of translation more closely did I realise how
impossible it was to represent in English the essential
quality of a writer so peculiar.

After trying many spirits in vain, I thought I might
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discover some helpful analogy to the speech of Xenophon
within the field of English literature. Before long I
hit upon Goldsmith. I think I owed this suggestion
to my friend Professor Lewis Campbell. I believe
there is a real resemblance between Goldsmith and
Xenophon.

But Goldsmith, in spite of his versatility, plain,
simple, and human-hearted as he is, corresponds only
to a side of Xenophon, whose idiom, not to speak of
other differences, is at once mare modern and more
archaic.

Goldsmith indeed, had he chanced to translate the
Hellenica or any other portion of Xenophon, would
doubtless have produced a masterpiece of English
“written in a soft and Xenophontine manner” (molli
et Xenophonteo sermonis gemere conscriptum). Or, to
take a more modern instance, could Mr. Ruskin, czjus
sermo est ille quidem wmelle dulcior, have carried out a
projected work of his on education (see his Introduc-
tion to Deucalion), he might have illustrated his life of
Xenophon by translations or comments in a style as
sweet as the original.

Of my own attempt it would be out of place to
- speak further; but I seem to have discovered as the
reward of endeavour some true obstacles to success.
These I will briefly summarise.

The difficulty of fairly translating Xenophon into
readable English depends partly on the fundamental
differences between Greek and English, and partly on
the peculiarities of. Xenophon’s own style. Of the first
I need not speak. The latter may be named as

(1) A mannerism in the use of particles (ye uyv, aA\\a
ww . . . e and the rest), felt not disagreeably, but like
some trick of gesture or {ntonation on the part of a friend.

e e — o
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These particles if rendered literally, “But indeed,”
“ howsoever,” etc., would appear un-English. They must
therefore be given up, or their suggestion otherwise
conveyed.
(2) A certain unevenness (dvwualia), very marked
at times (even where there is no reason to suspect a
later editorial hand), and curiously contrasting with a
style so plain, as a rule, and unaffected. I can best
illustrate this by pointing out that many passages of
Xenophon, so simple and inartificial is he, might be
turned quite literally and without impropriety into the
English of the Gospels. However it may chance, such
is the true ring of many of his sentences. But then
again, and without forgetfulness, for any length of time,
of his dominant quality, this same simple writer is
detected striving after some effect of fashionable liter-
ary form. He is by no means devoid of figures of
language or of thought, as the old critics have it ;—
he delights in word jingles and double compounds and
sonorous polysyllables: he is Isocratic for the nonce:
and his style, so far from reminding us of the English of
the Gospels, has the afflatus rather of the muse of modern
journalism. Great discrimination is needed on the part
of the translator, so as neither to ignore nor yet to
exaggerate the effect of such “anomalousness.”
| (3) The last difficulty I shall speak of is connected
less with diction than vocabulary. Xenophon, as an
excellent modern critic has said, is not in the strict
sense of the word an Attic writer. “With Attic for
its basis (his speech) allows of words from all the
dialects, and is wanting in that quality which has
justly been termed purity” (see The New Phrynichus,
= p. 160). Yet purity (xabaporns), it so happens, is a
quality which one of the best ancient critics attributes

-

/
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to him. This is an interesting question. But for the
present I wish merely to draw attention to the fact
that, while in -Xenophon’s vocabulary the A#:c words,
that is to say, words represented by good vernacular
classical English, predominate, his gamut is wide enough
to admit a host of non-Attic words, and in two direc-
tions. At one end of his scale he has a number of
words Ionic or old Attic (the Doric are so few that
I need not speak of them) which arouse an archaic or
poetic suggestion in the reader’s brain; and at the
other a very large admixture of quite modern vocables
common to himself and to the writers of the next
generation, that is to say, of the common dialect. These
produce a very opposite sense on the reader’s mind.
They have the ring about them of the modern—or
possibly even the degenerate.

To represent the quality here spoken of—this extra-
ordinary width of gamut—one may perhaps find an
analogy of a sort in the history of our own tongue.
If the correct Victorian English, as it is sometimes
named, of our own land to-day may be allowed to
stand for the newer Attic of Isocrates’ time, Xenophon
is not unlike an able American of the moment, bringing
forth from the treasure-house of language vocables new
and old. At one time, and quite naturally, he will use
words bearing the stamp of Elizabethan or of Puritar
times; at another he employs some specimen of the
latest vernacular, which has hardly as yet received the\"
consecration of literary usage. .

The combined dignity and freshness of a style s \
composite, employed by a writer of tact and deli’
such as Xenophon, might perhaps be represente.
any one who could write as gracefully and freel
the author of My Study Windows.
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.- It remains for me to express my obligations to
many friends for much help directly or indirectly given

. to.me in the course of this work.

I am especially indebted to three of my old friends :
to Mr. J. R. Mozley, who has been at pains to read
through and criticise nearly all the proof-sheets of this
volume ; to Mr. Arthur Sidgwick, with whom I revised
the earlier half of the translation; and to Mr. J. A.
Symonds, whose ready sympathy has been at all times
of the. utmost help to-me. I am indebted for similar
aid in revision and otherwise to another old friend, Dr.
Evelyn Abbott ; as also to Professor Hastings Crossley
of Belfast; and to Mr. S. T. Irwin, one of my colleagues
in Clifton College.

The books which have been of the greatest service
to me in this volume are : the three Histories of Greece
by Grote, Thirlwall, and Curtius ; Grote’s Plato; Jebb’s
Attic Orators ; the three Histories of Greek Literature
by Miiller and Donaldson, Mure, and Mabhaffy ; the
Dissertatio de Vita Xenophontis by Adalbert Roquette ;
and the Geschichte des Grieckischen Kriegswesens by
Riistow and Kochly. _

I have already named the edition of Xenophon by
Gustav Sauppe, which has been my companion for
many years. But I am equally indebted to those
other great Xenophontine editors, Ludwig Dindorf,
C.'G. Cobet, and Arnold Hug. I have further derived
occasional help from the following editions: Hellenica,
I. and II, H. Hailstone, and Hellenica, 1. and 11, G. E.
U.Pderhill ; the Griechische Geschichte of Dr. B. Biichsen-

.tz ; the Anabasis of F. Vollbrecht, the Anabasis of

I: Pretor ; and Anabasis, Books 1.-1V.,, W. W. Goodwin
d J. W. White.
‘] I hope I have always remembered to express my
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special obligations to authors here unnamed, at the

proper place. It is impossible in a work of this kind’

not to build largely, and sometimes unconsciously, on
the labour of others.

Finally, my best thanks are due to my friend
Mr. George Macmillan for all sorts of help; and to
Mr. John Bolton for the pains which he and the rest
of Mr. Stanford’s staff have taken to make the maps
a useful addition to the work.

In conclusion, I would ask the indulgence of any
scholar who may care to glance at these pages, for
much which to him will appear superfluous; and of
the public at large for anything that in spite of my
intention may serve to misrepresent my author.

CLIFTON, November 1889.
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NOTE EXPLANATORY OF MAPS

ATTICA AND BOEOTIA. [To face p. xli.

This map is from the 1:300,000 map of Greece, issued by the Military
Geographical Institute of Vienna in 1885. The ancient roads are printed in
red. Ancient sites compared with Dr. William Smith’s Ancient Atlas; Map
of Central Greece, by Dr, Miiller; and Dr. H. Kiepert's Atlas and Map of
Greece. A few heights in English feet above sea level have been engraved.

ATHENS AND PIRAEUS. [ 7o face p. 76.

This map is reduced from the survey executed by officers of the Royal
Prussian General Staff at the instance of the Imperial German Archeeological
Institute. The modern topographical features are printed in gray ink, and
the ancient sites and existing ruins in red. Doubtful identifications have a
note of interrogation after the names. The heights of numerous points in
English feet above mean sea level in the harbour of Piraeus are shown by
small gray figures. Contour lines, or lines of equal altitude, are drawn at
intervals of 20 metres vertical. The olive groves (a canspicuous feature in the
landscape) are engraved in the usual conventional manner. The scale of this
map is given in Attic stades,—there are 8§ Attic stades in one English statute
mile.

PART OF BABYLONIA. [ 7o face p. 116.

This is taken from Edward Stanford’s map, based on surveys of ancient
Babylonia, etc., made, by order of the Government of India in 1860 to
1865, by Commander W. Beaumont Selby, Lieutenant W. Collingwood, and
Lieutenant J. B. Bewsher ; with others made by Felix Jones, I.N., compiled
by order of H.M. Secretary of State for India in Council by Trelawney
Saunders, F.R.G.S., Geographical Assistant India Office, 1885.

THE COUNTRY AROUND SCILLUS. [ 7 face p. 218.

This map is drawn chiefly from that accompanying the account of excava-
tions at Olympia by Kaupert and Dorpfeld, supplemented from the 1 : 300,000
map of Greece issued by the Military Geographical Institute of Vienna.
Ancient sites and roads are shown in red. Heights, of which but few are
obtainable, are expressed in English feet above the level of the sea.

ROUTE OF THE TEN THOUSAND. [ 7o face p. 318.

Chiefly from Dr. H. Kiepert's map of the Asiatic Provinces of the Ottoman
Empire, published in 1884, and the route maps of Dr, Sterrett, published in
1886. The route has been carefully laid down in accordance with present
topographical knowledge of the country, and where it differs from the route,
as drawn on Dr. Kiepert's latest wall map of the Persian Empire, that route
is shown by broken red lines. Better surveys are required before we can
satisfactorily lay down the tracks between the Pylae Syriae and Thapsacus,
and between the Phasis and Gymnias,



ERRATA

P. 14, line 7, for ‘* Hegesandridas" read ‘‘ Agesandridas.”

P, 48, in headline, for ‘‘B.C. 405" 7ead ‘‘B.C. 405-404."

P. 81, line 26, for *“two " read ** officers.”

P. 92, line 25, for *“ Myriandrus” read ‘‘ Myriandus."”

P. 105, line 5 of note, for * justicatives” read ‘* justificatives.”

P. 117, line 8, for ** Demaratus” 7ead ‘‘ Damaratus.”

P. 131, line 5, for ‘““now"” read ‘‘ had.”

P. 151, in headline, for *“ Oct, 22" read *‘ Oct. 22—Night."”

P. 193, line 28, for ‘‘dashed ” read ** clashed.”

P. 197, footnote skould read ‘* Probably a tributary of the Araxes=modern
Pasin-Su.”

P. 202, line 16, for ‘‘ Spartan "’ read ** Laconian.”

P. 204, line 19, for ‘* three stages of ten parasangs” read ** three stages—
ten parasangs.’

P. 251, line 15, for ** Maryandynians "’ 7ead ‘‘ Mariandynians."

P. 285, line 2, for ** Selymbria '’ read ‘* Selybria."”
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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS AND NOTES
ON THE

"BIOGRAPHY OF XENOPHON

ANCIENT TRADITION

THE student who wishes to make himself acquainted
with the life of Xenophon has three sources of informa-
tion open to him; or, to speak more exactly, he has
for the purpose of his inquiry three kinds of testimony
to depend upon. These are:

The writings of Xenophon himself.
The tradition (popular or learned) of past times ;
and

Modern criticism and reconstruction.

Of the three, the first is the most important. In
the pages of Xenophon himself we are brought into
contact with a man whose power of self-revelation is
remarkable, a writer whose business it was to delineate
and criticise contemporary events and people from a
somewhat personal point of view, an artist whose ideal

b
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creations appear as living portraits of the men and
women of his time. Partly through the lucidity of his
language, but partly also with the natural egoism of a
plain person who has seen and felt, he makes friends
of his hearers and wins their confidence apparently
without an effort.

Nor is this transparency confined to such thoughts
and sentiments as constitute the inner life. But in
reference to more mundane topics, it is to Xenophon
that the final appeal must be made, in order to ascertain
the chief incidents of his career and to trace the con-
necting links between external circumstances and in-
ward disposition.

If not in the actual words, yet in some suggéstion
lurking between the lines of what he wrote, we may
hope to find the explanation of his attitude—the secret
of his behaviour—at certain crises of his fate. He is
his own best interpreter and apologist. He willingly
imparts to us the clue, I do not say to his life, which
was devoid of mystery, but to our perplexities concern-
ing certain details of it. As we listen to his talk, it
pieces itself harmoniously together—this life with its
admixture of the heroic and the philosophic. We can
well follow its course—its apparent windings and con-
tradictions are perfectly simple. We see how the happy
nurture of its boyhood was destined to feel the storm
and stress of a turbulent political period in early man-
hood ; how that fine springtime of romantic adventure
must die away : giving place to sober philosophising in
retirement with fruit of letters. Now we understand
its trials and its almost tragic turning-points : we mark
the pattern—what might be called the allegoric thread
—of it, the oft-buried ambitions, the heaven-fostered
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aspiration. We see and know that, whatever else it
was, this life was after all true to itself and independent ;
and yet (within its own limitations) representative of a
particular phase of the national development.

But if, for the purposes of biography, the true source
of information must ever be the writer himself, the
witness of antiquity has a separate value of its own.
Not only does the popular tradition, embodied largely,
if loosely, in the one ancient biography ! of our author
now extant, help to establish certain particulars for
which we are grateful ; but in general the high appre-
ciation of Xenophon on the part of ancient writers
(and amongst them we may fairly include those of the
Renaissance)—their recognition of his merits no less in
the field of letters than of action—is a proof to some
extent that he was truly what to contemporary and
succeeding ages he appeared to be: a sage and heroic
person ; a sensible and just historian; an original
and inventive writer, possessing rare gifts of style; a
“beautiful and good” man—patient, affectionate, and
god-serving.?

1 The Life of Xenophon, by Diogenes Laertius—concerning which, see
below.

3 These are some of the epithets applied to Xenophon by the ancients :
gogds, Plutarch; #pws, Longinus; Noylwraros, f.e. learned? or sensible?
Polybius ; Lucian (IIds 8et loroplay ovyypdpew ; 39) speaks of him as dlxasos
ovyypagevs, a verdict which we have to account for. As to his inventiveness
‘“he was the first philosopher to write history.” ‘¢ He was also the first
biographer,” wpdros Umosnueiwoduevos T8 Aeydueva els dvOpdmovs yayer
"Awopynuoveipara éxiypdyas : so says Diog. Laertius (the Cyropedia seems a
still better instance of inventiveness, but Diog. Laert. probably included it under
history). As to his style and its (yonprela) witchery, Dionysius Hal. and others
note its purity, sweetness, plainness, unaffectedness: xafapbrys, cagivea,
Horys, dpéhea xal 78 &rhacrov. His culture and refinement, Athenzeus :
Kakés, xapiéoraros, povsikdraros. His moral quality, Dionysius Hal., Ep.
ad Cn. Pomp. 4. 2.: $0os éxwidelkvvrar OcooeBes xal dlxatov xal kaprepxdy xal
edmwerds dmdoats Te cUANNBONY Kkexoounuévor dperats. See Gustav Sauppe,
de Xen. Vit. et Script. Commentatio; Lud. Dindorf, Xen. Exp. Cyri., Ox.
MDCCCLV. p. XXV., note to Vit, Xen. § 14, éxdeiro 8¢ kal’Arrich Moioa.
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Such a consensus of favourable opinion may well
challenge the attention, though it need not overbalance
the judgment, of the modern inquirer. It is established
by remarks, critical or simply laudatory, scattered over
the pages of many writers, Greek and Latin, through
Alexandrian, Roman, and early Christian times. These
commence with Aristotle and end (if they can be said
to end) with that last pagan of royal speech, Themistius,!
whose philosophy was “ the glory of the reign” of Con-
stantius.?

The division of the Empire is a convenient moment
at which to pause and consider this matter somewhat
more closely. To what was the popularity of Xeno-
phon due? to what extent and how was it maintained
during the next thousand years (from the death of
Theodosius in 395 A.D. to the moment at which Manuel
Chrysoloras opened Greek classes in Florence in 1396
AD)? -

The popularity of Xenophon with his contemporaries
is not difficult to understand. He appealed to their
admiration at once as a man of action and a man of
letters. The encomium passed upon him by Bacon? is
only an English version of what was tacitly understood
by his fellows and expressed in so many words by
Polybius, Plutarch,® and others: “This young scholar

1 Themistius, honoured with the surname Ed¢padss *‘ the eloquent,” flor.
355 A.D., died about 390 A.D. A somewhat later witness—though not so
great a philosopher—is Eunapius of Sardis. See below.

2 Themist. Or. xxxi. p. 354D. Kwordrrios 6 xbopov 7is éavrod Bact-
Nelas Tip éuip plocoplay elrdv woX\dxis. His philosophy adorned the five
succeeding reigns as well, since he was also the friend of Julian and Jovian, of
Valens, Gratian, and Theodosius, and tutor also to Arcadius.

8 Advancement of Learnming, 1. vii. 30. Lord Bacon's Works, vol. iii.
p. 313 (Spedding and Ellis).

¢ See, among numerous references to Xenophon scattered throughout the
works of Plutarch, these two : ** That Xenophon with ten thousand men should
march through the heart of Asia to the sea, beating the Persian forces when
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or philosopher, after all the captains were murdered
in parley by treason, conducted these ten thousand
foot through the heart of all the king’s high countries,
from Babylon to Graecia, in safety, in despite of all the
king’s forces, to the astonishment of the world and the
encouragement of the Grecians in time succeeding to
make invasion upon the kings of Persia, as was after-
wards purposed by Jason the Thessalian,! attempted by
Agesilaus the Spartan, and achieved by Alexander the
Macedonian, all upon the ground of the act of that
young scholar.” ‘O wodv upéyas ’ANéEavdpos odx dv
éyéveto péyas, el py Hevopdv, says Eunapius? “Alex-
ander the Great would not have been great, but for
Xenophon.”

Did his contemporaries pity the philosopher in his
banishment? They did not (so far as we know) re-
proach him with the cause of it; they neither accused
him of disloyalty to his city, nor did they exculpate
him. What they did was to make heroes of his two
sons, In honour of Gryllus, who fell at Mantinea,
“thousands of people” (says Aristotle in Diogenes
Laertius’ Lzf¢) “composed eulogies® and funeral
speeches, partly from a desire to gratify the father.”

But if Xenophon was interesting to his fellows as a

and how he pleased " (Agesilaus, Clough’s trans., vol. iv. p. 10); *‘though
Xenophon has this privilege allowed him, as a sort of special reward for his
other excellences, that he may write and speak, in favour of his hero, whatever
he pleases’’ (Pompey and Agesilaus, ib. ib. 154).

1 See Hell. VL. i. 12, for Jason; and for Agesilaus, #. III. and IV.

3 Eunapius, V#t. Philos. et Sophist. p. 1. Eunapius flor. 380 A.D. He
only repeats what Polybius 3. 6. 9, Plutarch, A»Zaxerxes c. 20, and Arrian,
Exped. Alex. 1. 12. 5, had said before. Polybius flor. 207 B.C., Plutarch
80 A.D., Arrian 124 A.D.

3 Isocrates, the orator, Xenophon's fellow démes-man and contemporary,
is mentioned as one of those who wrote an encomium of Gryllus. He could
never have taught Xenophon (according to an apocryphal story), since they
were nearly of an age, but he certainly affected Xenophon's later style.
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man most capable of action and speech himself, and
the father also of two valorous sons, still more did
he engage the attention of the next and subsequent
generations as a rhetorician and a man of letters.
Here again he made a twofold appeal to the judgment
of his readers, partly addressing himself to heart and
mind ethically, and partly to sense of style artistically.
If the subject matter of his writings had some attraction
for philosophers and historians, his art of expression
did not fail to win the notice of the stylist and the
grammarian.

In a future volume I hope to discuss the questions
here alluded to, since there is much of interest attach-
ing to the style, diction, and vocabulary of our author.
It will be time then also to try to estimate his position,
not only as a historian whom we are forced to compare
with Herodotus and Thucydides (or, again, with Poly-
bius), but more widely in reference to his peculiar
literary and spiritual quality. At present it only con-
cerns us to note as a point of biographical interest, that
all sorts of writers. during the seven centuries and a
half which separate the times of Aristotle from those
of his commentator Themistius, did for various reasons
take a lively interest in Xenophon.

Thus, to begin with the philosophers: not Plato,
perhaps, or even Isocrates, but Aristotle (and Theo-
phrastus) among the Greeks, and Cicero among the
Romans, paid serious heed to him. “The Politics of
Aristotle,” it has been lately remarked,! “is virtually the
closing word, or almost the closing word, of a debate
begun by Pythagoras and the Sophists, and continued
by Socrates, Xenophon, Isocrates, and Plato. Aristotle’s

1 By Mr. W. L. Newman, on p. 552 of his Introduction to the Politics
of Aristotle.
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political views were the outcome of more than a century
and a half of controversy. Fresh vigour had been
added to the discussion in the latter part of this period
by the miseries of Greece.” That seems to me an
altogether happy observation ; nor would it be difficult,
perhaps, to discover topics appropriate to the lips of
Xenophon in this high debate. He was a lover of
wisdom rather than a professed philosopher, but he
held many sound notions of philosophy in solution,—
and it needed only the scientific touch of Aristotle to
precipitate them. Thus his views as to the principle of
government '—of education—of slavery—of economy,
with its division of labour and distribution of functions
—of the relations of agriculture, trade, and industry—
or concerning the military class and agriculture—his
idyllic sketch of the household—his conception of
marriage, and the use of property,—these and many
like such “hints and indirections” form a genuine
contribution towards the solution of questions vitally
important then as now.?

The attachment of Cicero to Xenophon is less
simply philosophic; it is tinged with an admiration
for him which may appear at times extravagant—but
is quite explicable. The one is a foreigner to the
other. It is in fact such an admiration as an English-

1 «The real Prince a seeing Law,” Cyrop. VIIL i. 22. *‘ He must rule
for the common advantage,” #5. VIIL. v. 24, and Mem. IV. vi. 12. For the
office of the ‘‘Statesman,”’ see Mem. 1. ii. 32; IL vi. 13; Cyrop. L. ii. 5;
V. ii. 20, .

2 Education, Oec, xiv. 4; Cyrop. 1. ii. 2 et passim. Slavery, Mem. IV,
iv. 14; Hell. 1. vi. 14, 15; Ages. vii. 6, Economy, Mem. 1V, iii. 5, 6;
Oec, Vi. 4 ; vii. 15; xi. 9; Cyrop. VIIL ii. 2. Division of Labour, Cyrop.
VIIL. ii. 5, 6 (worthy of Adam Smith). On the Duties attaching to Wealth,
Cyrop. VIIL iv. 32-36 (worthy of Auguste Comte or of Mr. Ruskin). Dis-
tribution of Functions, Oec. iv. The Household, Oec. vi. 4; Cyrop, VIIL
ii, 20. The Wife, Oec, vil., 5; iil. 12; Rep, Lac. iii, 4, Marriage, Rep.
Lac. i. 6.
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man might have for a favourite French or German or
Italian writer. Consider what a boon it was for a
Roman, himself a great master of speech, to take a
deep draught of Greek letters, to slake his thirst at
so limpid and sweet a spring!! and what easy and
intelligible Greek! Had not Cicero himself, as a young
man, turned the Oeconomics into Latin as an exercise,
just as in later life he made a version of the last admoni-
tions of the dying Cyrus to his sons?? Here indeed
we are close upon a more philosophical relationship.
It is not the style only of Xenophon, nor his artistic
skill, nor his general wholesomeness; not his place
among the historians, or the educators of youth,—not
these, but the “religiosity,” if I may say so, of the
man, and his tenets (original or derived from Socrates)
touching the Godhead and the divine scheme, which
obtained for him the critical and yet respectful attention
of Cicero. With regard to natural theology Cicero was
most competent to speak.® With regard to rhetorical
style in the case of a foreigner, neither his verdict nor
Quintilian’s,* who is equally applausive, can be so

1 The style of Xenophon was sweet as honey of Hymettus to his lips.
Listen to Cicero’s own phrases, ‘‘a soft and Xenophontean type of discourse,”
Brut. xxxv. 132 (of-a book written by a friend). ‘‘The muses, they say,
spoke, as it were, with the voice of Xenophon,” Or. xix. 62. ‘‘ Sweeter than
honey is his style, however unsuited to the law-courts,” O7. ix. 32.

2 See de Of. 11. xxiv. 27; also Fragmenta deperd. lib. Phil, No. 236, in
Nobbe, 1-24 ; and for the speech of Cyrus the Great, de Sen. xxii. 79.

3 Cicero’'s monotheism was more consistent and defined than either
Plato’s or Xenophon's. See de Nat, Deor. 1. xii. 31, IL v. 18, IIL xi. 27.
For Xenophon's' place among the historians according to Cicero, see de Or.
II. xiv. 58. It would be easy to quote passages to prove Cicero's great
admiration of Xenophon, Here are two: ‘‘ Xenophon Socraticus (qui vir et
quantus),” de Div, i, 25. 52; ‘‘Multas ad res perutiles Xenophontis libri
sunt ; quos legite, quaeso, studiose ut facitis,”” de Sexn, xvii. 59. See also, for
further remarks on this subject, Hellenica Essays, edited by Evelyn Abbott,
** Xenophon,” p. 380.

4 Quintilian, de /nstit. Or. X. i. 82 (510): ‘“Xenophontis jucunditatem
illam inaffectatam."”
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weighty as that of the Greeks themselves. It must
fail in discrimination.

It is to Dionysius of Halicarnassus, “the greatest
critic of the ancient world who was not a philosopher,”
that we must turn to discover what the Greeks them-
selves and in the time of Cicero thought of Xenophon.
Dionysius was not only a critic and rhetorician who set
himself to revive a true standard of the Attic prose;
but he was a diligent historian, whose ambition was to
write an exhaustive introduction to Polybius—in which
he would prove that the Romans were “Hellenes”
rather than ¢ Barbarians” He was, it would seem,
well qualified to weigh the merits of Xenophon as a
literary man. I think it will be found, however, that
he is too much under the influence of his own fine
literary taste to do entire justice between the his-
torians. A modern man, partly perhaps from some
“ rhetorical ” obtuseness (like the want of ear in
music), is apt to quarrel with his judgment. We
feel a certain bias in it. Clearness of utterance, cor-
rectness of composition, suavity and grace of style,
are all matters of such high import to this critic
that he fails to appreciate a more rugged type of
nobleness. Thus, though he ranks Thucydides high,
he by no means sets him on the pinnacle of great-
ness! He is even angry with him because of his
peculiarities. “ Andocides, Antiphon, and Lysias, who
were ‘orators, were not like that ; Critias, Antisthenes,
and Xenophon, who were ¢Socratics, were not like
that”? Polybius, too, is one of those writers whose
arrangement of words is so negligent that “no one

1 If one may be pardoned the illustration, Dion, Hal, is as fair on Thucy-

dides as Dr., Johnson on Milton,
3 De Tkucyd. Charact. li.
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could endure to read to the end of the chapter.”! His
highest type of historian indeed is neither of these,
nor yet is it Xenophon. Herodotus it is who carries
away the palm among historians, as Demosthenes among
orators. Herodotus® possesses the two essentials of
sweetness (70 %#8Y) and beauty (or nobility), 70 xaiov,
in equal measure, whereas, to speak broadly, if Thucy-
dides is apt to be lacking in sweetness, Xenophon is
apt to be lacking in 76 xaAév. I think we can follow
this comparison.

His fullest criticism of Xenophon occurs in his Letter
to one Cn. Pompeius—in which he dwells on the fact,
emphasised elsewhere, that Xenophon is an imitator
of Herodotus (belongs, that is, to the Herodotean
school of prose) both as to motive and as to style.
Thus, like Herodotus, he chooses noble themes, well
suited to the philosophic mind. “ 7ke Education of
Cyrus—what is it, but the very image of a good King
and happy mortal ? or The Anabasis—what is it, but
splendid hymn of praise in honour of the Hellenes, wio
shared in the campaign (Xenophon himself being one of
the famous band) ? Or, thirdly, take his Hellenic History,
including zke sequel to Thucydides, in which the Thirty
are deposed, and once again the walls of Athens, which
the Laconians levelled, are set up.”® Xenophon is not
only worthy of praise, and Herodotean in his choice of
subjects, but in the marshalling and distribution of his

1 De, Comp. Verd. iv. 2 7. x.

3 Ep. ad Cn. Pomp. iv. wpdrov pdv ydp as vmwobégeis T&v loTopiw é¢-
eNétaro xalds kal peyalompemeis kal dvdpl ¢ihoobpy mpoonkoloas* Ty Te
KTPOYT ITATIAEIAN eikbva Bacihéws dyabol kal evdaluwovos* kal Thv
ANABAZIN TOT NEQTEPOT KTPOY, ¢ ral airds cuvavéBn, péyworov
éykdov Eyovoav Tdv overparevoapbvay ‘EXNjrwy © kal Tpirgy & THN
EAAHNIKHN xa! HN KATEAINIEN ATEAH OOTKTAIAHZ: é& .j
kataNbovral Te ol Tpidkovra Kkal T& Tebyxn TOv *Afnvalwy, & Aakedarpbviot
kadeithov, allis dvioTavrac,
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matter. His proems are in the best possible taste, his
conclusions suited to the topic. He keeps his narrative
well in hand—division and subdivision; and he can -
diversify the order of his march ; and lastly there is his '
%#@os.! So much for motive and dramatic action. “As
to diction, he is in part- the equal, in part the merest
shadow, of Herodotus. Me is equal to him in his
choice of words familiar and natural to the things
described ; he frames his sentences with no less
grace and sweetness. Yet to Herodotus alone belong
sublimity, beauty, stateliness, and that peculiar ineffable
historic style of his, and manner. It was impossible
for Xenophon to get these from him. Even if he
tries now and again to stimulate his phrases, what
happens? It is merely a puff of the wind blowing
off the shore, and anon dead calm. Often, too, this
writer, Xenophon, is too prolix—his prolixity is posi-
tively in bad taste. He lacks the unerring tact of
Herodotus in happily hitting off his characters. He
is apt to be negligent in such matters, you will find.”
And in another passage?® in which he compares the
Thucydidean Philistus with the Herodotean Xenophon,
he explains how Xenophon, falling short of his great
model, “will put philosophic speeches into the mouths
of ordinary people, ‘ amateurs,” and barbarians : and will
use phraseology better suited to a debating society
than to soldiers and the circumstance of war.”

With the criticism of Dionysius Hal. should be con-
trasted that of Dio Chrysostom, who was contemporary
with Quintilian. He is describing the Anabasis. “No
one intelligent of the Greek tongue can fail to be stirred

1 Ep. ad. Cn. Pomp. iv. As to the appropriateness of his ‘‘proems,”
Demetrius (of Alexandria ? flor. A.D. 150), the author of the work on elocution,
wepl épunvelas, 181, draws attention to the point, instancing the 4nadasis.

2 De Vet. Script. cens. 11.
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by Xenophon’s words of exhortation. My mind, I know,
is stirred with emotion, and at times as I encounter
these words in the midst of deeds so great—I weep.
Be assured ” (he is advising a young student of oratory)
“you will in no wise regret it ; but, be it in the senate
or before the people, you will perceive one stretching
out a hand to help you and*that one Xenophon—if but
with zeal and €agerness you do entreat of him.”! But
to return to Dionysius, it is said that for the purposes
of his own history, he took neither Herodotus nor
Xenophon as his model, but rather Polybius and
Thucydides, at least in phraseology.?

Of the relation in which Polybius (who wrote in
a style suited somewhat® to the incidents of war, in
the “common dialect”) stood to Xenophon, I need
not here speak further. If Polybius did not take him
as a model, he appreciated him as a soldier* A later
historian, who perhaps hardly appreciated him as a
soldier so highly not only took him as a model, but
even, in compliment to himself, adopted or accepted his
name. This was Arrian—the “younger Xenophon,” as
he called himself and was called by his contemporaries,
the author of a Memorabilia of Epictetus, an Anabasis
of Alexander the Great, and a Z7reatise on Hunting.
This writer, philosopher, and general belongs to the
reign of Hadrian.

1 Dio Chrys. Or. 18. A ‘‘sophist” in the official sense, 7.e. a public
teacher of rhetoric (flor. 100 A.D.)

3 See Miiller and Donaldson, Hist Lit. Anc. Greece, vol. iii. p. 125.

3 Amongst moderns I do not know any style so suited to the incidents of
the battlefield as that of Sir C. Napier, or to the sad concomitants of war, as
Walt Whitman's Hospital Notes.

4 Polyb. 3. 6. g (flor. 207 B.C.)

5 Arrian, Exped. Alex. 1. 12. § (flor. 124 A.D.) He wrote of course much
besides, and in imitation of Ctesias, in Ionic Greek, a description of Media,
as made known by Nearchus,
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A generation later we reach another period of Attic
revival. The best representative of the movement is
Lucian (160 A.D.) His prose, “though artificial and not
always minutely correct, approached the Attic standard
more nearly than any that had been written since the
age of Demosthenes.”? Other workers in the same field,
though in different departments of it, are Hermogenes,
who reduced rhetoric to a complete system (170 A.D.);
P. Aelius Aristeides (reyvikdraros), the most skilled in
art of all the “sophists”; the grammarian Herodian ;
and the physician Galen: a little later, another gram-
marian, Phrynichus, and the author of the Onomasticon,
Julius Pollux., Lucian’s references to Xenophon are
not numerous but laudatory >—the excellence of his
portraiture as an artist, his impartiality as a historian.

1 See Prof. Jebb, Appendix to Modern Greek, Vincent and Dickson
(Macmillan, 1881), ‘“ On the Relation of Modern to Classical Greek, especi-
ally in regard to Syntax,’ p. 290 foll.

3 Lucian, Elxéves (which I assume to be genuine), xxxix, 10, in reference to
Xenophon's portraiture of Panthea and Abradatas,

ATK. Ti 6 éorwv adry Tolvopa ;

IIOA. Ildwv kal Toiiro yhagupdv, & Avxive, xal émwépagrov* dudvupos ydp
éo7e T 700 "ABpaddTa éxéwy T) xaNp. Olofa woANdis dxoboas Eevopdvros
éxawoivrbs Twa ocddpova kal kaip yvraika.

ATK. N Ala xal dowep ye dpdv adrip obrw darlfepar éwbrav xal
éxelvb wov dvayryvdokwy yévwpar xal povovovxl Kal drobw Aeyobons adrijs &
wemolnrat Néyovsa xal s drhife Tov dvdpa kal ola fv wapamwéurovoa alrdy
éml Tiw pdxnv.

‘With this compare Grote, Plato, 111, xxxix ; Xenophon, p. 590: ‘' But the
tale of Abradates and Pantheia transcends them all, and is perhaps the most
pathetic recital embodied in the works of Hellenic antiquity.” In reference to
Xenophon’s popularity it is interesting that Xenophon of Ephesus, of whose
age indeed we know nothing (see Miiller and Donaldson, iii. p. 354), probably
not later than 360 A.D. (Jebb, Pzimer, p. 154), imitated the style of the well-
known Athenian, and wrote a romance ('Egesiaxd), ‘‘ The Ephesian Adven-
tures,” which tells of the loves of Antheia and Abrocomas—the original, as
some say, of the story of Romeo and Juliet.

s et k. 7.\, ; XxV. 39, "ANN o0 Eevopdv alrd rojoe, dlkatos ovyypagels,
ovde Oouxudldns.

Lucian’s évdmweov is evidently modelled on Xenophon's paraphrase of ‘* The
Choice of Heracles’’ (Mem. 11. i. 21-33), as related by Prodicus in his "Qpat,
unless indeed Lucian had the gtyypaupua in its original form before him,
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But in general we note a change in the attitude of
academic writers to Xenophon at this date. I do not
mean that he had lost his popularity ; on the contrary,
I should imagine that among the learned at this time
he was a recognised classic ; and in the world at large
a well-thumbed author—a sort of Hellenic Defoe, if
one may so say.

It is just because he was so popular and readable
an author that the grammarians laid their hands upon
him! He is one of the Attics—but in what sense
Attic? Attic with a difference, if compared with his
fellow démes-man and contemporary Isocrates; still
more so if compared with Lysias; still more again if
compared with Demosthenes.?  Attic, however, he was,
and a model. Galen like Lucian had read him. He
had studied him philosophically. But the point now is
the greater grammatical interest which a scientific man
like Galen will take in his diction and vocabulary.

It is to Galen that we owe one of the earliest of
those criticisms which tend to show that if Xenophon
was admissibly a leading Attic writer, he wrote Attic
with a difference. The passage has been often quoted
in which he tells us that Xenophon is in like case
with Hippocrates® He has the affliction more mildly,
but he has, he tells us, the bad habit of inserting
“figurative ” and “foreign” words (what are nowadays

1 Aelius Dionysius (flor. 117 A.D.), a rhetorician of Hadrian's reign, whose
observations were preserved by Photius, is the earliest ‘¢ Atticist.” It is to
him that we owe the observation that Xenophon wrote #ws not &ws. See
Cobet, Xenophk. Mnemos, vol, iii. p. 214 foll. ; Rutherford, New Phrynichus,
p. 109 foll. e passim.

2 Isocrates, 5. 436, d. 338 B.C. Lysias, who was a resident alien, but
deserved the franchise of the Demos on linguistic no less than on political
grounds, 4. 459 (el between 444-436), d. 380 B.C. Demosthenes, 4. 384,
d. 322 B.C.

3 Tom, xviii. @, p. 414 ; xii. p. 288,
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called “ poetical ” words), mapeuSdAhes moAAdxis dvopata
YAwoonuaTika kai Tpomwikd, into his writings. Again it
is Phrynichus who points out that Xenophon says é8us},
which is Ionic, and not dous#, which is Attic.!

A century later, during, as it would appear, another
Attic revival (which was only natural on the part of
the learned, just when the breach between literary Greek
and the spoken language of the people was widening as
it had never widened before), Helladius pursues the
theme. He goes farther—he tells us that “it is not a
matter of wonder that a man like Xenophon (this is he
whom we have heard spoken of as ‘the Attic bee’ and
so forth), who spent his time in military service and in
the society of foreigners, should occasionally debase the
coinage of his mother-tongue.” ?

The last-named writer is an Egyptian grammarian,
who settled in Constantinople towards the end of the
fourth century, and for our present purpose he is a
sufficiently good link between his times and those of
Libanius and Themistius, from which we started. I do
not wish to pursue this question farther at present. It
will be found, I believe, that though the grammarians
were right in part, in part also they were wrong.

"~ Xenophon’s diction and vocabulary is peculiar. He

1 Ecl. Ixxi.

2 Hellad. ap. Pkot. Biblioth. p. 533, 25. Liddell and Scott give his floruit
as 430 A.D. He wrote a dictionary preserved to us only in Photius (the
famous Patriarch of Byzantium, fl. 850 A.D.) What I have been saying
reminds me, el 8¢ xal Toiro del elmelv, of a criticism of Xenophon which I
once heard from a famous German professor and man of science, no longer
in this world. I said, ‘‘ But the ancients admired him as a stylist.”” ‘‘Oh,
yes ! I know—*the Attic bee’; but I do not like his buzzing.” And, again,
he told me how at Naples the young scholars of the public school ran shouting
down the streets, ‘‘ A basso Senophonte ! a basso Senophonte!” But that
was rather a tribute to Xenophon's Atticism, since the occasion was a desire
on the part of the authorities to raise the standard of classics by introducing
an examination in Xenophon to counterpoise the modern education, which,
apparently, the lads preferred,
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had a number of vernacular (not foreign) and current
(not figurative) Ionic or old Attic and Doric words,
which consciously or quite unconsciously he used to
embellish his narrative withal. It is an interesting
question, which for the present I leave.

We have now to consider, as briefly as possible,
what became of the tradition concerning Xenophon
during a space of ten centuries, between the death
of Theodosius and the advent in Italy of Manuel
Chrysoloras, at whose magic touch, “the knowledge
of Greek, intermitted in Western Europe for seven
centuries, revived.”! In the first instance it may be
stated that, whatever the history of “the intermission”
of Greek learning and the loss of the classical culture
in general may have been, the fate of Xenophon was
not peculiar. It was the fate also of his greater or
lesser compeers, Indeed, in one respect, he was ex-
ceptionally fortunate—inasmuch as, when his writings
came in their turn to be rediscovered, during the
humanistic movements of the fifteenth century, it
was found that the mass of them had been pre-
served.? »

This being so, the history of Xenophon’s tradition
is the history of the preservation of the MSS. of his
several works, and, as far as we can ascertain it, of the
attention paid to him by the representatives of learning

1 The words are Lionardo Bruni's, and may be taken as fixing the moment
at which the knowledge of Greek had finally died out at any rate in Italy.
See Mr. Symonds' Revival of Learning, p. 110 foll.

2 That is to say, any modern edition of the complete works of Xenophon
contains (apart from the condition of the text, and additions and omissions
very possibly) the full number of ‘‘ works and books " recognised by the Greek
grammarians of Cicero's time as constituting the canon. See below in refer-
ence to Demetrius Magnes (flor. 55 B.C.) to whom we owe the canon, as
recorded fortunately by Diogenes Laertius (flor, 200 A.D. cérca) in his Life of
Xenophon.
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in the Eastern Empire.! Into these details I fear that
I am personally unqualified to enter profitably ; nor
will my readers thank me perhaps for reminding them
of matters so well known as the decay, on the one
hand, of learning on the part of the laity in the Western
half of Christendom, and, on the other, the uninterrupted
transmission of the Hellenic speech accompanied with
learning throughout the Eastern half.

To speak of “the dark ages” is perhaps at no time
tolerable, since the human intellect—the human spirit
rather—if dead to classical culture and knowledge and
discovery for long ages, was alive and quickening with
new births. The substitution of the Catholic religion
for Pagan Polytheism, of a new civil government, con-
sequent upon the fall of the Empire ; the shaping of
the nations, the forging, as new instruments of thought,
of the Teutonic and Romance languages—these were
large orders for the spiritual workshop of the Western
world, between Constantine the Great and the death of
Dante. Yet, and in contrast with the Eastern form of
the phenomenon, the middle ages were, in respect of
Pagan learning, dark.

There was, I suppose, no actual moment at which
some learned man, even in the western parts, Calabria
or elsewhere, could not have interpreted the Greek

1 The historians, we may be sure, were many of them acquainted with him
at first or second hand. See an interesting passage in Procopius (A.D. 560
circa), de Aedificiis. It runs thus: dpworov pév 8% Basi\éa yeyovévar Tov
Iépony Kipor 7ois Te duoyévesw alruiraror Ths Pacikelas droy loper® el 5¢
T0w007és Te A 6 Kipos éxelvos, olos 8% vmd Eevopdvre ¢ ' Abnvalp waidederar,
olx Exw eldévar. Tdxa ydp mwov. .. N Tol yeypagpbros aird defibrns Kexou-
Yevuéyn Suvdpuet Tob Nbyou éyxal\dmiopa OV Epywy yevéolar diapkls toxuae,
which shows a considerable knowledge of Xenophon. So, too, George the
Syncellus (792 A.D.), in his Chkronographia (Annals of the World from Adam
to Diocletian), speaks of ‘* Xenophon the historian,” and describes the Anadasis
and the retreat of the Ten Thousand in perhaps a dozen or twenty lines,
evidently drawn from Xenophon, though perhaps at second hand. Ducange,
p. 255 of the Paris edition of 1652.

¢
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of the New Testament. But, for all the purposes of light
and gladness and invigoration, the sun of Hellas at any
rate was totally eclipsed—and the minutes of eclipse
were centuries. We can take the saying of Lionardo
Bruni and calculate the period of totality, the moment of
maximum obscuration. A moment certainly was reached
when, after many shiftings of the centres of learning—
from Alexandria to Rome and from Rome to the East
and so forth ; after many burnings of libraries and holo-
causts of MSS.—having encountered perils by land and
perils by sea, and perils by reason of the ignorance of
copyists and the apathy of students, a remnant of the
beauty and the wisdom of the Greeks escaped, and was
incarcerated chiefly in the library of some monastery,
or possibly in the ruins of a buried city. Thus in the
general obscuration and forgetfulness of matters Pagan,
which attended the quickening of a new birth of time,
the image of the ancient world faded away, and the fame
of the ancient heroes—even of Homer—dwindled.

But if we turn to the East our metaphors must at
least be modified. There rather, as of yore, “itur in
antiquam silvam”: antiquity was preserved, but, as in
a sort of magic haze, it lay scarcely recognisable.!

If there was no pure light of the sun of Hellas
here, there was a sort of reflected glimmer as of a
waning moon, and the words of the poet almost liter-
ally apply to those learned emperors and patriarchs,
historians and teachers of the classics *—

¢ Ibant obscuri sola sub nocte per umbram.”

1 See, for this whole subject, Mr. Symonds’ Studtes of Greek Poets, second
series, pp. 304-307, and especially chapter iii. of Renaissance in Iltaly, by
the same author. See also, in a conveniently compendious shape, Mr.
Gow's ‘‘ History of Classical Manuscripts,” § iv. of Companion to School
Classics. 2 The éyxvkMot technically so called.

WA
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It is certainly an odd reflection that the very nations
which were destined to revive the study of the classics,
in whom the spirit of Hellas (of liberty and humanity,
of beauty and of active thought, and eager search after
truth) would one day be re-incarnate, were as yet (in the
year 396 A.D.) undreamed of ; curious also to consider
the uninterrupted continuity of the speech of Hellas,
and in a sort also of Hellenic learning, from century to
century throughout the east of Europe. Indeed, “ from
Aristotle to Chalkondylés,” as Professor Freeman has
told us, “in the east of Europe men spoke whatever
form of Greek was natural in their own time and plage ;
they wrote what during the whole of that period I
venture to call Attic. . . . The dialect of Athens had
from the fourth century B.C. become for all time the one
standard of literary composition” amongst Greeks.!

It was this time-honoured instrument of thought
finding expression in prose which the learned Byzan-
tines felt themselves called upon from time to time to
sharpen and re-polish. Some apprehension lest the
pure literary speech should become adulterated—some
genuine admiration for the ancient writers—some sense
of the august tradition of their past—were doubtless
the causes of these recurrent epochs of revivalism.?
Just as in the Augustan age Dionysius of Halicarnassus
made an attempt to revive the feeling for a purer Attic

1 See ‘* Some Points in the Later History of the Greek Language,” Journal
of Hellenic Studies, iii. 2, p. 365, etc. I need not say that this is not the
‘¢Attic’’ of Phrynichus and the Phrynichidae. ‘‘In this wide use of the Attic
name,” Professor Freeman continues, *‘ I know full well that I am leaping over
several distinctions which are made, and rightly made, by minute classical
scholars. There is Atfic; there is what some call Hellenic ; there is again
revised Attic. Writers like Lucian, many ages later than Polybius, came
nearer to natural Attic than Polybius does. So, ages later, again, Nikétas is,
or means to be, a vast deal more classical than Theophanés thought of being.
Changes of this kind, natural and artificial, will always happen. But.,.”

2 See Professor Jebb's Appendix to Modern Greek, op. cit.
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style which should assert itself against the “common
dialect” of writers less noble than Polybius; just as
purists like Lucian, in face of a like difficulty, caught,
or were caught by, the ancient dialect, and approached
the Attic standard more nearly than any that had been
written since the age of Demosthenes; just as still
later at Rome and Constantinople, Themistius and
others won renown for the purity of their diction at a
moment when the gap between literary speech and the
spoken language of the people was wider than it had
ever been—so at Constantinople, now the centre of
learning and the capital of the Eastern Empire, the
phenomenon repeats itself. The order of battle is in a
manner more complex, but the struggle is the same. The
self-assertive force of the Hellenic idiom is now directed
not only against the common or people’s dialect, which
is all along shaping itself, but when Latin, hitherto
the language of government and warfare, has become
officially defunct, against Latinism; and at a final
moment when “to the Roman of the East, Greek is
now his own language, his only language,” then proudly
against the rival tongues of foreign nationalities within
and without the boundaries of the Eastern Empire.
The connection between this linguistic process and
literary enthusiasm may not be always visible. The
moment at which some writer put a finer touch upon
his . Attic would not necessarily be the moment at

which the ancient Attic models were most zealously.

“entreated of,” as Dio Chrysostom puts it. But in the
long run some such connection, however slight or subtly
woven, existed. And, as a rule, the writer who took
infinite pains to Atticise was, we suspect, well versed in

1 See Prof. Freeman's article (p. 378) above referred to.

)
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INTRODUCTION xxxvii

the ancient authors—he, or maybe she, was conversant
with the artful dialogues of Plato and had studied the
TeTpakTvs.!

To trace further the development of the Byzantine
language is outside my argument, though the matter
has much indirect bearing on the popularity of Xeno-
phon, as manifested, for instance, in modern Greece. It
is more to the point at present to note briefly certain
stages in the revival of Greek learning, and to record
the names of certain scholars—since these are the times
at which the works of Xenophon (amongst other ancient
authors) were studied ; and these are the grammarians
at whose instance copies of archetypal manuscripts—
the originals of our. surviving codices—were made.
Such a moment is the latter end of the ninth century,
and such a man is the learned Photius. “ The Emperor
Basil,” says Gibbon,® “ who lamented the defects of his
own education, entrusted to the care of Photius his
son and successor, Leo the Philosopher ; and the reign
of that Prince, and of his son Constantine Porphyro-

‘ginetus, forms one of the most prosperous eras of

the Byzantine literature. By their munificence the
treasures of antiquity were deposited in the Imperial
library ; by their pens, or those of their associates, they
were imparted.in such extracts and abridgments as
might amuse the curiosity, without oppressing the in-
dolence, of the public.” Whether or not the works of
Xenophon appeared now in the form of a ypnoroudfeia
or summary, I know not; but it is to the Patriarch
Photius that we owe much concerning Xenophon and

1 The rerpaxtis or guadrivium of astrology, geometry, arithmetic, and
music with which Anna Comnena was conversant. The princess had also a
right to boast of her Greek style (10 ‘EXAypwifew és &kpov éomovdaxvia). See
note 3 to Gibbon, chap. liii., ‘* Revival of Greek Learning.”

2 Decline and Fall, chap. liii. vol. vii. p. 40 (Dr, William Smith's edition).
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the style of Xenophon. But for Photius we should
know less than we do know about Xenophon ; but for
Photius we should know nothing at abl about Xeno-
phon’s contemporary Ctesias.

Photius died about 891 A.D. Then there appears
to have been a relapse or pause in learning, although
the authors of the Chronicon Paschale, the Lexicon,
Suidas, so called, and the Etymologicum Magnum are
. assumed to belong to the age of the second Basil, 976-
1025 A.D.) The Eastern Empire, already the strongest
power in Europe, did not indeed attain its maximum
of strength till the latter end of the Macedonian rule.
Nevertheless, the eleventh century is intellectually a
period of darkness or of very niggard moonlight.

With the twelfth century, both in Eastern and
Western. Europe, we enter upon a more hopeful time.
It was then that a great movement of men’s minds
in the way of learning commenced in the West (the
foundation of the Universities of Bologna, 1116 A.D,,
and of Paris, is a mark); and this turned more and
more towards the study of the ancient Latin writers.!

If we turn to the East and Byzantium, the twelfth
century there too is marked by intellectual yearnings.
This is the age of the Comneni—a period, as the his-
torians tell us, at once of decline and revival politically,
but in reference to our question, “one of considerable
literary activity, since it produced amongst others the his-
torians Zonaras and Cinnamus, the grammarian Tzetzes,
and the commentator Eustathius.” It produced also
Anna Comnena (the daughter of Alexius) and Nicetas,

1 Which produced a wistful attitude towards Greek. Greek, however, did
not begin to be studied in Europe generally before Boccaccio. The monks of
Columba are said to have known Greek earlier; but such knowledge was
sporadic,
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The severest blow to Hellenism doubtless came in
A.D. 1204, when the Crusaders took and pillaged Con-
stantinople. . “To this disaster we ought probably to
assign the destruction of the larger portion of Greek
literature "—a loss irreparable.

It is true that the learning of the Comnenian age
could not itself be destroyed. There were left to hand
on the torch, and of the sacred fire itself sufficient
embers. It is true that in the days of the Palaeologi
there is an after-glow of Byzantine learning, glow
upon glow. But the actual renaissance is now to be
looked for in Western rather than in Eastern Europe.
The Promethean torch-bearer in this case was the
emissary of John Paleologus and the second Professor
of Greek in the University of Florence, Manuel Chry-
soloras. I introduced this topic with the words of
Gibbon ; I will end it in language borrowed from
another learned historian:! “If it be true, as a writer
no less sober in his philosophy than eloquent in his
language has lately asserted, that ‘except the blind
forces of nature nothing moves in this world which is
not Greek in its origin,’ we are justified in regarding
the point of contact between the Greek teacher Chryso-
loras and his Florentine pupils as one of the most
momentous crises in the history of civilisation. In-
directly, the Italian intellect had hitherto felt Hellenic
influence through Latin literature. It was now about
to receive that influence immediately from actual study
of the masterpieces of the Attic authors.”

At what moment the MSS. of Xenophon were dis-
entombed, and what the particular scene of their
imprisonment, I cannot inform my readers. Some,

1 See The Revival of Learning, J. A. Symonds, chap, iii, p. 113, The
eloquent writer quoted is the late Henry Sumner Maine,
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doubtless, were brought in one of those famous boat-
loads which formed the precious freight of scholars
like Giovanni Aurispa, of whom it is said that on his
return from Byzantium in 1423 he carried with him
238 codices, while Guarino of Verona and Francesco
Filelfo both arrived in Italy heavily laden. The earliest
that we possess are not older than the twelfth century
(that famous epoch). These are Vaticanus (1335),
of uncertain date, and Marcianus (511), 1166 AD.
The earliest printed Xenophon is the Latin edition of
Filelfo, Mediol: 1467 A.D.; the first Greek edition,
the Hellenica, published by Aldo in 1503, which was
followed by the Juntine, 1516 A.D.!

There was something in the mind and style of
Xenophon, in his theories of economy and education,

_well calculated to enlist the sympathies of Italians and

of our own Elizabethan forefathers. Now it is the
courtesy and gentleness of the well-educated Athenian
—*“Dbeautiful and' good "—which they admire ; now it
is the Spartan heroism and philosophic patience of the
exile (they, too, have tasted that bitterness); now it is
the virtues of the good head of the family, his just
appreciation of masserizia, and his careful thoroughness ;

1 See Mr. Symonds, 0. ciz. p. 383, for an interesting account of the” first
editions of Greek books published by the Aldi. As to translations the same
writer tells us (p. 227 foll.) : ‘‘ During the pontificate of Nicholas, 1447 A.D.,
Rome became a vast workshop of erudition, a factory of translations from
Greek into Latin.” . . . ‘‘Nicholas delighted in Greek history. Accordingly
Appian was translated by Piero Candido Decembrio, Diodorus Siculus and
the Cyropaedia of Xenophon by Poggio (it was intended for Alfonso of Naples),
Herodotus by Valla ” (pp. 228, 237). Francesco Filelfo, during his residence at
Florence (1429-1434 A.D.), translated two speeches of Lysnas, the Rhetoric of
Aristotle, two lives of Plutarch, and Xenophon's panegyric of Agesilaus and
the Spartan Institutions. I have dn Italian translation of the Morali di
Xenofonte, by Lodovico Domenichi (Vinegia ; Giolito de’ Ferrari : MDLVIIL)
I do not know on what version or text this was based. Was it Filelfo's son
Mario whose translation in Latin was put into Italian by Domenichi? In the
catalogue of Francesco's library (a wonderful list 1) occurs *‘ Pleraque Xeno-
phontis Opera," 'Symonds, note 2, p. 270 94, cit.
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now his inventiveness, his eupluzsm, his foreshadowing
of their own bdelle lettere. “For Xenophon, who did
imitate so excellently as to give us effigiem justi
imperii, the portraiture of a just empire under the
name of Cyrus (as Cicero saith of him), made therein
an absolute heroicall poem,” according to Sir Philip
Sidney; and now and always it is the grace and beauty
of his style, as says Alberti, “ Quel Greco dolcissimo
e soavissimo scrittore Senophonte.”

The round of classical tradition is so far complete.
But for the better elucidation of these matters, I have
appended two or three notes on points of biographical
interest ; and to these I have added a sketch of the life
of Xenophon, which may serve to stimulate, if it fail to
satisfy the curiosity of those who read it.
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NoteE A.—THE LiFE oF XENOPHON BY DIOGENES LAERTIUS ;
AND THE CANON OF XENOPHON’S WRITINGS ACCORDING
TO THE GRAMMARIAN DEMETRIUS MAGNES.

I

The date of Diogenes Laertius is uncertain, He is com-
monly supposed to have been born at Laerte in Cilicia, and
to belong to the third century of our era! If so he stands

1 In this conclusion and for much else of interest, however conjectural,
concerning Diogenes, see History of the Lit. of Ancient Greece, Miiller and
Donaldson, vol. iii. ch. Ivi. p. 277 foll. The lady of rank for whose edifica-
tion he composed his work (iii. 47, x. 29) has been supposed by some to have
been Arria, the friend of Galen: others conjecture that his patroness was
Julia Domna, the wife of Septimius Severus, at whose request Philostratus
re-wrote the life of Apollonius. Donaldson’s opinion is that she was Julia
Mamaea, the mother of Alexander Severus. He thinks that Philostratus and
Diogenes were friends, and that they undertook as joint labourers to compose
the lives of philosophers and sophists. See also the Dict, of Bigg. and Prof.
Jebb's Primer of Literature, p. 150, IIL. ii. 6. *‘In his eighty-four Lives of
the Philosopkers he deals with the early schools of Greek philosophy, with the
schools of Plato and Aristotle, and, in fuller detail, with Epicurus. Though
neither an accurate nor an elegant writer, he is often valuable as supplying
information which is preserved nowhere else,” That indeed is his claim to
the estimation of the modern student. For the rest it is hard to do the bio-
grapher full justice,. We owe him so much ; and yet we might have owed
him so much more. It was a noble work to write the lives of eighty-four
philosophers ; but the exeoution is not quite worthy of the design. Some of
these are really valuable—such, for instance, as those of Aristotle and of
Epicurus, Xenophon's is not one of the best. It is full of contradictions,
which, if the writer had been somewhat less careless, he might easily have
cleared up. Yet even so, we are indebted to him for two stories which throw
reéal light on the character of Xenophon—for certain incidents in his life not
otherwise preserved—and, for what is of inestimable value, a list of the works
recognised by Greek grammarians in the days of Cicero as written by Xeno-
phon, —concerning which list see below.
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midway between the times of Xenophon and those of Photius.
He was not a great or original writer, but as a collector of
facts and extracts concerning the various schools of Greek
philosophy he played his part in the transmission of learning.
The life of Xenophon is numbered 6 in bk. ii. of the
Lives and Sayings of Illustrious Philosopkers, and finds- its
place between those of Socrates and Aeschines the Socratic.
In spite of the carelessness and inelegance of his language
he seems to have formed a high conception of Xenophon,
whose moral and intellectual qualities he has celebrated in a
couple of epigrams! of the kind with which he was wont to
embellish his lives. This indeed was the most original part
of his work. For the rest his method of composition was
simple. It was to make cuttings from various authorities
(which as a rule he names), and to piece them together in
some kind of order. There unfortunately his work ended.
He was not at pains to read his authorities, not even Xenophon
himself;2 and so it is that he falls into contradictions and
absurdities. If he was not a mere gossip himself, some of his
authorities were little better than tale-mongers, or he does
them an injustice. But whatever the shortcomings of the
biographer may be, and however fragmentary in part the
information he vouchsafes us, at least we know the original
sources from which he himself derived it. It is much to
his credit that as a rule he names his authorities. Of these,
including Xenophon himself, there are perhaps a dozen quoted
or referred to (chapter and verse at times) by name-—some at
first and others at second hand. There are possibly others

1 ¢gri 8¢ Kal els TobTov Hudv émvypdupara Tobrov Exovra Tov Tpbmwov:

ot pbvov és Ilépaas avéBn Eevopdv did Kopoy
AN &vodov {mrdv és Auds Hris Eyor.

wadelns yap éfis ‘EN\pikd wpdypara deifas,
@s ka\O¥ 9 coply prhoaro ZwkpdTeos.

&\\o &5 érehetra.

el kal e, Eevopiw, Kpavaol Kékpomwbs Te moNirar
pevryew karéyvwy Toi pihov xdpww Kipov,

dA\& Képwbos Edexro ¢ihbtevos, § av piAndaw
obrws dpéoker, ket kal pévew Eyvuws,

2 See, for instance, the silly confusion of Xenophon with one of the charac-
ters of the Symposium, Critobulus, who was also of course a real person (ii. 49,
§ 4, of the Lzfe).
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in the background indefinitely referred to under such phrases
as Aéyerar 8’8re, OT edpov dAlayobe.

It is clear from his own statement that he had not all these
authorities before him. It is all but certain that he was really
dependent upon three or four of them.! Here for the benefit
of the reader is the list in order approximately of date, with
the matter contributed. ‘

B.C.
fl. 401. XENOPHON (but I am not sure that he knew him at
first hand).

fl. 407. Ephorus (the historian), who gives (bk. xxv.) the account
- of Gryllus’s service in the Athenian cavalry and his
death at Mantinea.

b. 384 d. 322. Aristotle (the philosopher): “hundreds and hundreds
of people composed emcomia and funeral speech in
honour of Gryllus, doubtless also out of kindly feeling
to his father.”

fl. 361. DEINARCHUS (theorator); hispleadings in a suit drosraciov

(Adyos) wpos Hevodpiavra, defending Aeschylus versus

Xenophon (a descendant, we must suppose, of our

author—his grandson or great-grandson possibly), on

a charge of apostasy, would doubtless, if preserved,

have thrown much light on the private life of Xeno-

phon (see Grote, H. G. ix. 246, note 2). We know

on the authority of Dion. Hal. (de Dinarcho, iv. 638)

that he did not begin to plead before 336 B.C., when

Xenophon was long dead. What the occasion of this

suit was we do not know. As to the nature of it, a

freedman might be sued for ¢ apostasy ” who neglected

some duty to his patron; or a slave who set up a

claim wrongfully to freedom. Aeschylus (or his

father), it has been conjectured,2 might have run

1 To assist the eye of the reader I have printed what I take to be the main
authorities in large type. The weight of the authority is of course a separate
matter, which needs no emphasis, The name speaks for itself.

2 1 owe this conjecture to Roquette, and the next to Roquette or to
‘Wilamonitz-Molland ap. Roquette, de Xen. Vit. 1. i. pp. 3, 4. The passage
in Diog. Laertius, § 8 of the Life, quoted from Dinarchus’s speech, the full title
of which, as given by Dionysius of Halicarnassus, is ’Awocraciov dmwoloyia
AloxAg mpds Eevopivra, is introduced as follows : ¢nal 8? & Aelvapyos 7t
kal olclav xal dypdv abry Edocav Aaxedaiubvior . GAN& kal Buhoridav TV
Zmapridry ¢acly alrg méupar alréde dwpedv dvdpdmoda alyudhwra éx
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away ; or, having deserved well of the family of Xeno-
phon, possibly at the critical moment when on the
siege, or storm, or occupation of Scillus by the Eleians
(after Leuctra in 371?), the sons with a few
domestics made off to Lepreum (uer SAiywv oikerdv
wefAfov eis Aémpeov). Possibly. he was presented
with his liberty,-and afterwards proved ungrateful, or
was otherwise accused of neglecting his oficia as a
freedman. It looks very much as if he had originally
been one of the captive Dardan slaves, sent, as we
are told, by the Spartan Phylopidas as a present to
Xenophon, who disposed of them by will as he thought
right. Why else should the advocate Deinarchus have
mentioned that fact? I quote the whole passage in
B.C. the footnote.

fl. 280, Timon (the sillographer) of Phlius, who criticises the style
of Xenophon and of Aeschines the Socratic adversely
after his satirical fashion.!

fl. 250, Hermippus (Callimachius, ze. a pupil of the famous Alex-
andrian librarian Callimachus), who in a book about
Theophrastus év 7¢ wepi Oeoppdorov states that
Isocrates (the famous orator, Xenophon’s fellow
démes-man) also wrote an encomium of Gryllus.

fl. 236. Ister (the historian, also Callimachius), another pupil of
the librarian. He is responsible for certain state-
ments as to Xenophon’s floruit (?) the date of his exile,
and return from exile. He is hardly a trustworthy
authority perhaps for the particular matters, if, as is
said, his style resembled that of Timaeus, criticised by

Aapddvov * Kkal 70v Siabéolar aird ds éBodhero. 'HMelovs Te orparevoa-
uévous els Tov ZxkNhobvra [kal] Bpadwévrwy Aaxedaipoviwv ételety T
xwplov, 87e kal Tovs viels aldrol els Aémpeov UmeteNbetv uer’ ONlywv olkerdw,
xal abrdv Eevopdvra els Tiw "HAw mpbrepov, elra kal els Aéwpeov wpds
Tods waidas, Kxdxelfev aiv avrols els Kdpwlor Odaocwhivar xal airdde
KaTokfioat.
1 Tluwy &’ émiokdmre. alrdv év TobToLs
Golevicn) Te Noywy duds 9 Tpuds ) Ere whpow,
olos Eewopdwy * elr’ Aloxivov olk drefns™

Ypdyar.

Various emendations of this corrupt passage have been proposed, e.g. U 7’
Aloxlvov otk eVmebrfs or #r ’Aloxlvov olk dmibys Us, but the meaning and
humour of the passage need not be discussed until we come to consider the
whole question of Xenophon's style.
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Plutarch in his Life of Nicias.  He shows himself all
along half-lettered—a dealer in small wares.” It would
have been quite in Timaeus’s manner to play upon
the name Eubulus! (Plut. Az 1 ; cf. Longinus, repi
Uyous, 4, 1. See Roquette, Xen. Vit. i. 4, p. 21.)

At this point there is a great break in the chain of
evidence. The next authority, and he is of consider-
able importance, is the grammarian, tutor and friend

B.C. of Cicero,
fl. 55. DEMETRIUS MAGNES, #e. of Magnesia, in Asia Minor.
He wrote a treatise 1r€pi opwvipwy TomTEY Kal
ovyypadéwy, on poets and historians, who have borne
the same name. He tells us that Xenophon died at
Corinth, and in ripe old age. “He was a man,” he
says, “to whom the title good applies on many grounds ;
devoted to horses and dogs—a good tactician (as is
proved by his own writings)—a religious man withal—
fond of sacrificing and skilled in the diagnosis of
victims—an admirer and zealous imitator of Socrates.”2
He then proceeds to enumerate his works. For this
AD. matter of the canon see below.
fl. 100. DIOCLES, in the days of Nero, also of Magnesia. To him
are attributed two works, an émSpopy TGV piloodPuy,
and wepi Biwv ¢troodpwr. It seems that Diog.
Laertius made great use of him for his biographies.3
The two last authorities are of uncertain date. They are:
(?) Aristippus (#0f the Socratic philosopher, who founded
the Cyrenaic school), a writer of a work entitled mepi
walaids Tpveijs, On the ancient luxury, elsewhere used
by Diog. Laertius, and, unless Diog. Laertius is himself

1 eSpov 8¢ dN\ax60:. dxudoar adrdv wepl Tip évdry kal SydonkoaTiv
'O\vprdda odv Tois &N\ois Zwkparikols, kal “Iorpos ¢moly alrdy @uyety
xard Yhpuopa EdBovlov xal xareNdetv xard yrigioua Toi abdrod. This in
any case was not the famous Eubulus, the son of Spintharus, who was not
concerned with politics until 372 B.C. It may have been another Eubulus, or
the psephisms may have really been brought forward by two different persons
of the same name, in spite of the historian’s assertion,

2 dvlp T4 Te NN yeyovds dyalfds xal 3 xal pi\wmwos kal Pihoxdvyyos
Kal TaxTixds, bs éx TV ovyypaupdTwy dhov © edoefhs Te xal ¢iobiTns Kal
lepeia Sayvdvas lkavds xal Zwkpdry {nhdoas dkpBds (§ 12 of the Life).

3 Roquette thinks that the references made by Diog. Laertius to Ephorus, _
Aristotle, Hermippus, Timon, Stesicleides and Ister, are quotations from
Diocles.
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to blame, a singularly inexact writer. He quotes a
passage from the Symposium of Xenophon, as if the
words which are put-into the mouth of Critobulus, one
of the dramatis personae of that dialogue, were Xeno-
phon’s own, and expressed his actual sentiments.
Critobulus was a real man, and his language is
humorously extravagant.

(?) Stesicleides, the Athenian, and the author of 4 ZList of
Arckons and Olympian Victors, whose statement to the
effect that Xenophon died in 360-359 B.C., is fully
discussed in Note B (see below, p. lvii.)

II.—THE CANON OF XENOPHON’S WRITINGS.

The passage in Diog. Laertius, evidently a quotation from
Demetrius Magnes, reads as follows :—Zwvéypaye 8¢ BefAia
‘wpds Ta TerTapdkovra, &AAwv dAAws Suwpolvrev — iy 7
*AvdBacw, §s kard. BBMlov plv &rolnae mpoolpiov SAys &od * kal
Kiépov radelav kal EAAqpuikds kal *Aropvnuovebpara * Svpmrdoidy
e kal Oixovopukdy kal mepl irmukijs kai Kvvyerdv kai ‘Imrmap-
Xtkdv, "Amodoylay Te Swkpdrovs kai mepl wopwy kal ‘Tépwva 4
Tupavvikdv, "Aynoilacy Te kal ‘Abpvalwy kal Aaxedarpoviwy
TloAireiav, fjv dnow odk elvar [Hevoddvros 6 Mdyvns Anpijrpeos.
That is to say : “He was the author of something like forty
books, divided differently by different editors, viz. The
Anabasis, which has no general introduction but a heading
to each book; the Education of Cyrus; the Hellenica, and
the Memorabilia ; the Symposium; the Economist; the tract
on Horsemanskip ; the Sportsman ; the Cavalry General; the

Apology for Socrates; the tract on Revenues; the Hiero or

despotic man ; the Agesilaus ; and the Polity of the Athenians
and Lacedaemonians, which Demetrius Magnes asserts is not
by Xenophon.”

“These forty books,” as Mr. Mahaffy observes,! “corre-
spond fairly with the sum of the subdivisions of our collection,
nor is any work cited by them not to be found in our cata-
logue, even when their citations cannot be verified in our
texts.” -

1 Hist. Gr. Lit. vol. 11, x. 476, p. 257.
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Thus The Anabdasis  contains 7 books.
The Hellenica » 7 , (or, according to
another ancient
division, g).

The Cyropacdia » 8
The Memorabilia » 4
The Symposium » ) S
The Economist ’ I,
On Horsemanship  ,, ) S
‘The Sportsman » I,
‘The Cavalry General ,, I,
The Afology ” r »
On Revenues »” I,
The Hiero » I,
The Agesilaus ” I,
-The Polity of the Ath-

enians and Lacedae-

monians »i 2

Making a total of 37 (or 39) books.

I do not propose to discuss the dates or genuineness of the
above works further in this place. I will only observe that I
agree with those critics who accept the Polity of the Lacedae-
monians but reject that of the Athenians—which is now com-
monly regarded as “ the earliest extant specimen of Attic prose ”
and not by Xenophon. I also have grave doubts as to the
genuineness of the Apology and of the Agesilaus. On the
other hand I do not see any good reason for rejecting the
treatise on Revenues. But of this whole matter in its
place.

NoTE B.—ON THE DATES RESPECTIVELY OF XENOPHON’S
BIRTH AND DEATH.

The life of Xenophon, simple in itself, presents a series of
puzzles to the modern biographer.! Fortunately these but

1 The matters referred to may conveniently be grouped as questions con-
cerning the dates respectively—
d
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rarely concern the inner life. That lies open to us in the
writings of Xenophon, where we may study it to our heart’s
content. These are questions rather touching matters of fact
well known to the contemporaries of Xenophon. It is our
misfortune indeed that, being of so simple a nature, they
should appear to us as problematical. It were a worse mis-
fortune if they served to throw an air of mystery over the
proceedings of a man of antique mould, who lived openly
in the public eye, and whose character was marked by its
simplicity. :

With the earliest of these questions we are immediately
confronted ; and it is typical of the rest. What any member
of Xenophon’s déme or phratry might readily have assured
us of, is to us an enigma. After weighing the evidence, it
is hard to say, within fifteen years, when Xenophon was born.
In like manner, we do not know the exact year of his death.
These two dates it is our business now to fix as accurately as
possible, .

As to the year of birth, opinion, both in ancient! and
modern times, has been much divided. According to one
view of the matter it took place about 444 B.C. or 445 B.C.;?
according to the other (which I hold to be the more correct),
not before 431 B.C.,3 or even later. I do not discover that
any one has placed it farther back than 450 B.c. or later than
428 B.C,, but a gap of twenty-two or even of fourteen years is
sufficiently extraordinary. How can it be explained? When

1. Of his birth and death,

2. Of his return to Europe after the spring of 399 B.C.; of his banishment,

together with the cause of it.

3. Of his marriage ; of the births of his sons ; of his settlement at Scillus.

4. Of his departure from Scillus; of his settlement at Corinth; of the

" rescinding of the decree of exile.

Of these, No. 2 involves a more serious discussion, the cause, namely, of
his exile—did it take place in 399 B.C. or 394 B.C., after Coronea, or at some
intermediate period ? and why?

1 No ancient authority states the actual year of birth, but according to
Diog. Laertius there were in his time two theories as to the year at which he
reached his prime of manhood (his **floruit””). See below.

2 445 B.C., the date of the thirty years' peace between Athens and Sparta
(Thuc, i. x115).

3 43)1 B.C., the first year of the Peloponnesian war, 431-404 B.C. (Thuc,
il. 1-47).
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we come to look into the question we find that it turns on a
balance of evidence, partly internal partly external,—that is
to say, the evidence of Xenophon’s Anabasis (which is not
contradicted! by any decided evidence of a like sort to be

* drawn from his other writings, but rather, as I believe, con-

firmed by that of the Memorabilia), as against the external
testimony of two ancient authorities, the geographer Strabo
(flor. 10 B.C.) and the biographer Diogenes Laertius (flor. circa
A.D. 220).

On the one hand the evidence of the Anabdsis (assuming
it to be in the main a matter-of-fact historical narrative)
strongly suggests  the view that at the date of that expedition
Xenophon was a young man, who had barely reached his
prime—in other words, he was not much over thirty, he was
possibly younger. But of this I leave the reader to judge for
himself.

On the other hand, the story recounted by Strabo and
repeated by Diogenes Laertius (not indeed in his life of
Xenophon but in his life of Socrates) sounds circumstantial
enough. It is to the effect that Xenophon whilst serving as
a knight at Delium (and presumably the famous battle of
424 B.C. is meant) owed his life to Socrates. Having fallen
to the ground, and his horse having got.away, he was picked
up by the philosopher, who carried him on his shoulders
several furlongs off the battlefield and saved him.

It is chiefly on the strength of this story that many modern
critics and chronologists 3 have assumed that Xenophon was
born as early as 444 B.c. The argument is as follows: The
youth of Athens, though eligible for service among the mepl-
molou or frontier police between the ages of eighteen and
twenty, were not liable to foreign service before the age of
twenty. Delium is across the Attic frontier. If, therefore,

1 T fear that Nitsche and others will not subscribe to that view of the matter,

2 Or rather, the evidence of this work, if not incompatible with an opposite
view of the matter (since a man of forty-five, as Kriiger and Kochly have
insisted, might well have borne himself as vigorously and youthfully as the
Xenophon of the story), strongly supports the belief in his actual youthfulness ;
see especially p. 148 below. On p. 160 below will be found a list of passages
in favour of this contention.

3 It is sufficient to name Kriiger and Clinton,
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Xenophon was present in that battle as a knight, he had
doubtless attained the legal age—in other words, was born
twenty years before 424 B.C., the date of the battle. To which
it has been answered that in an affair so close home “men
of all ages, arms, and dispositions,”! even young fellows of
sixteen, might well have flocked to join the march. So that
there is no need to push back the date of his birth so far. In
any case, however, the story, if true, implies that Xenophon
was born nearer to 440 B.C. than 430 B.C,, and at the date of
the Cyreian expedition in 401 B.c. would have been nearer
forty than thirty.

This, as already stated, is not the natural inference to be
drawn from the Anabdasis. The question remains whether the
story narrated by Strabo and Diogenes deserves to be believed. .
Does it not rather belong “to the mythological element of
Attic literary biography”?2 That, in common with the
majority of modern critics, I hold to be the case. The story
is almost certainly a fable, It is not hard to divine its origin.3
In a somewhat confused shape it is merely a reduplication of
the well-known and far better authenticated story of Socrates
as narrated by Alcibiades in the Symposium of Plato. The
scene is somewhat altered and the names are changed ; but
the language, at least of Diogenes, has an echo of the original
account in Plato. The reader shall judge for himself.
Plato’s authentic4 narrative occurs in the well-known passage

1 The words are Grote's (. G. vol. vi, p. 525, second edition).

2 The words are Col. Mure's (H7st. Gr. Lit. vol. v. p. 183).

8 How much older the fable is than Strabo, and with whom it originated,
we cannot of course guess. Possibly it was a local legend of the battlefield or
due to the garrulous invention of some cicerone of the sacred shrine. It served
to illustrate the prowess of Socrates, and was based upon the passage in
Plato's Symposium.

4 For the benefit of the reader I-append the passages referred to. The
first is Plato’s story, which must surely be authentic. One cannot suppose
that Plato rather than Strabo was wrong in his names. It is Alcibiades who
speaks: El 8¢ Bothesle év Tals udyais—robro ydp &) Odlxawby e adre
dwodolvar—Ure yap % udxn v, é s éuol xal Tdpiorela Edogav ol orTparyyol,
ovdels &N\os éué Eowoev dvBpwmrwy 9 obros, Terpwuévov olk é0ehwv dmwoli-
welv, AN\ owdiéowoe xal T4 dmha kxal adrdv éué. . . . & TObyw, &
dvdpes, v Fv OedoacOar Zwrpdry, 8re dwd Anglov Puvyp dvexdper 7o
arpardmedov © Eruxov ydp wapayevbuevos Imwmwov Exwv, obros 8¢ Ewha‘
dvexwpe olv éoxedacuévav #o0n Tdv dvBpdmrwy odros Te dua xal Adyns® xal
yd wepitvyxdvw, kal 18av evfds wapaxeheouar Te adroly Oappeiv, xal
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of the Symposium, in which Alcibiades, having tumbled into
Agathon’s supper party, makes a speech in praise of Socrates.
He relates two incidents of Socrates’ hardihood,— the first
in connection with the siege of Pofidaea (probably the winter
of the year 430 B.C.), where as a hoplite ke owed his life to
Socrates ; the other with Delium (424 B.C.), where on horse-
back himself he witnessed the dauntless behaviour of Socrates
during the retreat. Alcibiades does not mention that Socrates
showed his prowess further by carrying a young knight named
Xenophon on his back out of the battle ; though such a Zour
de force would have been a crowning instance of his valorous
deportment and the touch of comicality so added to the
picture would have suited the speaker’s humour well.

If Plato, in the person of Alcibiades, fails to mention the
incident, neither does Xenophon’s biographer Diogenes, in
his life of Xenophon, nor Xenophon himself in any part of his
writings (the Memorabilia or elsewhere), refer to it. 1In the
case of Plato indeed the silence might be explained by ignor-
ance; but in the case of Xenophon (not to speak of his
biographer) the omission would be simply extraordinary.!

ey 8re ox drolelyw alrw * évradfa 3% xal ‘kdA\\iov é0cagduny wapdﬁp
7 év Iordalg * avrds 'y(). Ffrrov év PpOBy B Sid 78 é¢’ trmwov elvac wpdTOY MV
Soov wepiiy Adx'rrros -rq: Eudpwy elvar * Execra Euory’ édbker, & Apordpaves,
70 adv 84 Tobro, Kal dxel Sawopetesfar bomep xal tvOdde, SpevOubuevos xal
TdPlal g rapa.ﬁd)\)\wv, pépa wapackory xal Tods ulovs xal Tols wole-
pbovs, 8ihos G wavrl xal wavd woppwler 81 el Tis dyerar TovTov TOT dvpds
pdAa éppomévm duweirac* 8id xal dogalds darpec xal ofros xal & Erepos
oxeddv ydp i TAw obrw Siaxeybvaw év TY woNuw ofde dwrTovrar dAN& Tols
xporpowddny pelyorras dudxovow. —Plato, Symp. 220, 221. The next is
Strabo’s. It occurs in his description of Boeotia, as follows : Elra Af\wov 7
lepdv 10D "AwéN\Awros éx Afhov dpidpupévov, Tavaypalwy woNlxviow, AvNidos
Suéxov oradlos Tpidrovra, Swov udxp MpgOévres "Abyraio Epvyov—eév 8¢ T
Pvyp weobvra d¢ trwov Eevo¢wwa 70v TpUNhov 18w xelpevor wapdms 1)
¢¢M¢o¢os v'rparewv welbs, ToU Urwov yeyovéros émro&wv, dvélafe Tols w;uus
alrol xal Erwoev éml woAhols oradlovs, Ews éwadoaro 7 PvyHh.—Strabo, ix. p.
403. Lastly Diogenes Laertius, in his Lx'fe of Socrales, ii. 22, says, in language
ctmously rasemblmg that of Plato: éueleiro 8¢ xal o'w;w.axla: kal #v edéxrys*
"Eorpareboaro yoiv els ’Apgimolw (in 422 B.C,, or is Diogenes Laertius con-
fusmg Amphlpolls and Potidaes, the siege of whlch belongs to 432-430 B.C.?)
xal Fevopovra d¢’ Iwwov weabvra év Tj xatd Adf\iov udxy déowser Vmo-
Nafuw * 8re kal, wdvrwy ¢e|rx6vrw 'Abnpalwy, atrds Hpépa drexwpet, wap-
emioTpepbuevos 'bfrux'rp xal Typaw duivacas el ris ol émwénbor,

1 1 do not mean that it would be odd for Xenophon to omit such a fact
about himself—but in connection with Socrates.
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The conclusion is that no such experience ever fell to the lot
of Xenophon. The story is apocryphal.

It remains to be considered whether the evidence of the
Anabasis finds support or contradiction elsewhere in the pages
of Xenophon himself; or, to narrow the inquiry, since the
only Xenophontine writings which throw any sort of light upon
the matter are the Memorabilia, the Symposium, and the Oecono-
micus (or Economist), is there anything in these to modify
our belief that Xenophon was born about 431 B.c.?! For the

1 T may here insert a note on the *‘ Socratic*’ writings of Xenophon, which
more properly belong to the years 387-371 B.C. of Xenophon's life, since as
finished compositions these three closely-connected works are products of
Xenophon's literary prime, and were published probably whilst he lived at
Scillus. Of the Memorabilia, the most matter-of-fact of the three, I have
spoken at sufficient length below (p. Ixxvii. foll.) The £ is¢ (and I
that the whole work is Xenophon's, though I agree with Dr. Lincke so far
in thinking that it bears traces of an Umardestung,; as if a later self had worked
over the composition of an earlier self, and not always in accordance with
modern taste) is, as it were, an expanded chapter of the Memorabilia. Just
in the same way, one can imagine, the conversation between Socrates and
Pericles (Mem. 1I1. v.) might have been expanded into a separate treatise on
the Solomian Constitution or Polity of Athens. Like the Symposium, the
Economist is more idealistic than the Memorabilia. ‘The Symposium is,
indeed, so far based on matters of fact that the discussions probably had all
been heard or overheard by Xenophon—like those of the Memorabilia,; but at
no particular supper party. Rather this is the quintessence of many supper
parties, and serves as a setting, as Plutarch says, quoting Xenophon, for
‘‘ those lighter and yet really serious thoughts of the philosopher, since, in
conversation good men even in their sports and at their wine let fall sayings
that are worth preserving.” The work itself is an early specimen (earlier, as
I think, than Plato’s more famous Symposium) of a type of composition said
to have been invented by Xenophon. The mise-en-scéne was chosen quite
independently of chronology and the relative ages of the interlocutors, who
appear as the young and old of our dreams. Thus Autolycus, in whose
honour the entertainment took place at the house of Callias, won the pankration
of the boys in the Panathenaea of 422 B.C. (since, as Athenaeus tells us,
Autolycus's victory was satirised by Eupolis in the next year B.C. 42r), and
was killed by the Spartan commandant in the employ of the Thirty in 403 B.C.
His death was a scandal, and no doubt made an impression on Xenophon,
who takes him as his boy hero. Socrates, who in 422 B.C. would not have
been more than forty-seven, appears as an old man. Niceratus, the son of
Nicias, is introduced as already managing his patrimony ; whereas Nicias only
died in 413 B.C. So, too, Critobulus, who was really not much older than
Xenophon himself, appears as a young man lately married : a part assigned
him also in the ZEconomist. In fact, as to internal evidence of Xenophon's
age in 422 B.C. this production is not to be depended on—no more than if it
were a dialogue of Plato’s. ‘The same remark applies to the Economist.
Indeed, as to Ischomachus himself I am not sure that he is not rather
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sake of brevity and clearness I will here state my own opinion
that there is nothing. As far as these three closely-connected
“ Socratic ” compositions are concerned (though not for the
same reason in all three cases), the evidence of the Anadasis
remains intact.

Thus Xenophon was, it would appear, only a little junior
to Critobulus 2 the son of Crito, and perhaps only a little
senior to Euthydemus the son of Diocles—two of the dramatis
personae of these writings ; but there is no satisfactory means
of discovering the age of Critobulus at the date of the conver-
sations in the Memorabilia or of the conversations themselves,
in which he is an interlocutor. Euthydemus is introduced as
a youth of sixteen or eighteen, but then there is no clue to
the date of the conversations. Some modern critics have
indeed tried to prove that Critobulus, Xenophon, and Euthy-
demus were respectively aged nineteen, eighteen, and seven-

teen at the date of these discussions, and that the discussions

Xenophon's father, or Xenophon himself, than the actual Athenian citizen of
that name ; just as in the Hiero Simonides is a sort of Xenophon-Socrates
and Hiero a sort of idealised Dionysius the first.

1 It might, indeed, have chanced otherwise, thus: In each of the above
writings Socrates appears as the central character. He is represented as hold-
ing conversations with various historic personages; some of whom, like
Critobulus the son of Crito or Euthydemus the son of Diocles, were probably
nearly of an age with Xenophon. Many of the discussions of the Memorabdilia
at least (with the Symposium and the Economsist it is different ; see above) did
actually occur at particular times and places. Others are doubtless idealised.
But the dates; ideal or actual, are rarely given. (AMem. I11. vii. and viii. are
exceptional.) It is obvious that if we could discover a particular conversation
held with a particular person at such and such an ascertainable date, and that
interlocutor’s age relatively to Xenophon were also known to us, we should
have got the evidence we are seeking for. To take a case : Critobulus appears
as a youth in two discussions of the Mem.—1I. iii. (in which Xenophon is also
present) and II. vi. He is also one of the drematis personae of the Symposium
(the scene of which is laid in Callias’s house anno 422 B.C., an ideal or dramatic
date) and in the Economist, in both places appearing as a newly-married man.
But there is no means of ascertaining the date of the conversations in the
Memorabilia or of that in the Economist, and as to the date of the Symposium,
it is fictitious. The nature of the composition forbids our using it as evidence
for purposes of chronology. In the same way Euthydemus appears as a youth
of perhaps sixteen or eighteen (Mem. I. ii. and throughout the fourth Book,
chapters ii. iii. and vi.), but neither the dates of the occurrences nor of Euthy-
demus’s first association with Socrates are discoverable,

3 See the conversation on ‘‘The danger of a kiss,” in which Xenophon
names himself as an interlocutor (Mem. I. iii. 8-14).
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themselves took place between the years 422 B.C. and 418
B.C. (in other words, that Xenophon was born between 440 B.C.
and 436 B.c.), but I regard their arguments as inconclusive.

My opinion, based on the internal evidence of the Anabasts,
is that Xenophon was born about the beginning of the Pelo-
ponnesian War, and reached the prime of early manhood in
401-400 B.C.—the date.of Cyrus’s expedition. As the author
of the tract on Revenues, 1 believe that he died about the year
354 B.C., at the age, perhaps, of seventy-seven, He died at
Corinth, being, as the grammarian Demetrius Magnes puts it,
‘“‘already clearly an old man.”

We learn from Diogenes Laertius that there were in his
time two theories as to Xenophon’s floruit]  According to
the one view (which I hold'to be correct), he was in the prime
of manhood in Ol 94 = 401-400, the date of Cyrus’s expedi-
tion : and therefore born about 431-430 B.C.

According to the other, he “flourished ” somewhere about
OL 89, 7. between 424-423 B.C. (the date of Delium), and
421-420 B.C., and was born between 454 and 450 B.C.2

There is further a consensus on the part of the ancient
authorities that he lived to a great age: thus Demetrius
Magnes (flor. 55 B.C.) states, according to Diog. Laertius, that -
“he died in Corinth, when he was quite an old man.”? And
according to Diodorus Siculus, the historian (also of Cicero’s
age, flor. 44 B.C.), ““he was a veteran among historians.” 4
Whilst, according to the author of the MaxpéfBios (or long-lived
people), a work attributed wrongly to Lucian, and probably
written by Phlegon of Tarsus (flor. 14-41 A.D.), “he lived to

1 Floruit, #xpafe. By this word the biographers meant, I suppose,
* about thirty years of age''—aef. 30 circa. See the definition of dxu7 given
in Plato, Rep. v. 460D. &pauev vydp & éx diuafbvrwv detv T4 Exyova
ylyveaOar; ’ANnB7. "Ap’ odv cou fuvdoxel pérpios xpbros drpdis To elkoow &g
~ywaul, dvdpl 8¢ 7& Tplakovra ;

2 Diog. Laertius says (§ 11 of his Life of Xenophon) fxpafe 8¢ xard 7o
Téraprov Eros Tiis Terdprys xal évevnrooris 'ONvumddos.—k.7.A. And a
little lower down (§ 15) : eDpov 8¢ &Ahaxéd:, possibly on the authority of the
historian Ister, éxpudoac adrév wepl Ty évdrny kal dydomkosriw *ONvumidda

alv rois &\hots ZwKpaTikors.—kK.T. A

8 Tébynke 5% év Koplvby &s ¢mar Aquirpios & Mdaywys, #0n dnkadh yepards
lkavds.—«k.7.\. Diog. Laert. Life, § 11.

4 Eevopdv 8 1as loroplas ovyypayduevos éoxarbynpws &v.—Diod. Sic.
xv, 76.
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be over ninety.”! As to the date of his death, we have only
in ancient times one positive statement, and that probably
erroneous.

On the authority of a certain Stesicleides, an Athenian

'chronologist of uncertain date, who compiled a Lis? of Arckons

and Olympian Victors, as quoted by Diog. Laertius, Viz, Xen.
§ 11, “he died Ol 105, 1 =360-359 B.C, in the archonship
of Callidemides, in whose time Philip, son of Amyntas, ruled
the Macedonians,” #.¢. in the first year, apparently, of Philip
of Macedon.?

This statement would seem to be confuted by Xenhophon'’s
own remark in the Hellenica VI iv. 35, 37, in which he
speaks of the assassination of Alexander of Pherae, which took
place certainly not before 359 B.C. and probably in 358 B.C.
(Diod. xv. 61), or perhaps as late as 357 B.c. (Diod. xvi. 14);
and implies that the words were penned at a date considerably
later than the incident recorded.?

It would seem from this passage that Xenophon was still
in the year 358 B.c. engaged upon the last part of the
Hellenica. He probably had the Cyropaedia and the
Hipparchikos and the tract on Horsemanskip also on his
hands, and could not therefore have died at the date given
on the authority of Stesicleides.4

1 ywép 78 dverfxovra éBlwoey Erm.—Ps. Luc. Macrob. c. 21. ‘This writer
probably held the view that Xenophon was born rather before 444 B.C., in
accordance with the story of his having fought at Delium in 424 B.C,, and
with the knowledge that he died in 354 B.C.

2 The language runs thus—kxaréorpeye 8¢ xad' & ¢mﬂ. Erml'm)\el&m & Th
T0v dpxbrTwy xal 'ONvumovikdv dvaypadyp, Ere rpurr Ths wéurrys xal
éxarooris 'Ohvumddos éwl dpxovros Kaidnuidov é¢ of xal Plwmos o
Ap.#rrov Maxedbvwy Fptev.

3 rotolros & Gv kal adrds aﬁ dwofviioxe:, abroxewple wév Umwd Tdv -ms
ywaikds GOeAPOY, ﬁov)\y 8¢ Uw' alrfis ékelvys. . . . . Tov 3¢ rabra
wpatdvrwy dxpt od 8d¢ O M'yos éypdgero Tuwlgovos mpeafiraros v 1w
4w T dpxiw elxe. For the date implied by the words &xp: od 83e &
Noyos éypdero, see Roquette, de Xen. Vit. § 15, pp. 59, 60.

4 It has been plausibly suggested by Roquette (5. § 7, pp. 31, 32)
that the chronologer being concerned with Olympic victors, some one,
whether Diog. Laertius or his author, made a mistake between Ol 105 and
Ol 106, owing to the fact that the victor, whether one man or two, in both
years bore the name of Porus (Ol. 106=356 B.C.-352 B.C.); and as to
Philip of Macedon—though he came to the throne in Ol 105, 1, i.e. 360-
359 B.C., yet, as it happens, he also won a victory at Olympia, {rre ké\yre
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With regard to the tract on Revenues, or Ilépos, as it is
called, I believe the work to be Xenophon’s. This treatise
was composed, as it would appear, in 355 B.c. The social
war (357-355 B.C.) was ended. Athens was at peace. But
the sacred war had just commenced. This may be gathered
by internal evidence from the work itselfl? How long after
that date Xenophon lived, we have no means of ascertaining.
As he must on any theory of his birth have been already
clearly an old man, and we hear nothing more about him,
probably he died soon after the date in question: that is to
say, in 354 B.C. cirea.

NotE C.—ON THE ‘“ HELLENICA ” AND THE ‘‘ ANABASIS.”

THE object of this note is to state in as brief a form as possible
some conclusions on the part of modern critics,® as to the
composition and connection of the above-named works, which,

(according to Plutarch, AZx. 3, and Consol. ad Apoll. vi. 105 A), in Ol 106,
1=356-355 B.C. If Xenophon died in 354 B.C,, as is commonly supposed,
he died in OL 106, either in the second or third year, We must suppose,
therefore, that the chronologist, or some one who consulted him (perhaps
Diogenes’ authority Diocles), made a blunder between Ol 105 and Ol 106,
perhaps owing to the name of Porus ; and a further blunder by the addition
of year 1, through a further confusion between the victory of Philip and his
accession to the throne,

1 Tt is fair to state, however, that both the genuineness and the date of this
writing have been disputed in modern times. Thus H. Hagen thinks that the
work was not composed till 346 B.C., and is not by Xenophon. The discus-
sion of this and other like questions of bibliography, I leave for a future
volume. I have already stated my own belief. I will only add that I am
inclined to accept the emendation due to Madvig and Nitsche, I believe, of
wepgyro for the vulgate émwelpwrro in v, 9. This seems to me to get rid of the
strongest argument in favour of the later date, 346 B.C. See Roquette, 0p.
cit. § 23, pp. 93, 94 ; also Zurborg.

2 For my own views I am largely indebted to the work of a scholar already
named—2De Xenophontis Vita : Dissertatioinauguralis ; Adalbertus Roquette,
Regiment Borussorum ex officiana Leopoldiana ; MDCCCLXXXIV.

It was a great satisfaction to me, when I first saw this book four years ago,
to find that certain views of my own concerning Xenophon, which I regarded
as peculiar, were entertained by so able a scholar. I ought to add that the
dissertation in question has converted me to others which I did not hold. As
to the special feature of the work, the attempt to discover the date of composi-
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if not absolutely demonstrable, seem probable enough to warrant
their introduction here. It seems certain that the Hellenica
as a whole is really a composite work. It can be shown, I
think, to consist of three parts, which for the sake of reference
may be named Hellenica A, B, and C. The earliest portion,
A, was probably written by Xenophon intentionally to form a

- sequel to the unfinished work of Thucydides,! and as much as

possible according to the earlier historian’s method. The
middle and last parts, B and C, are-so far closely connected
that they form the two halves of an independent history of
contemporaneous Hellenic affairs ; but they were composed, as
I imagine, under different moral and physical circumstances,
the impress of which they bear, and at different periods of the
author’s life. The Hellenica as we possess it consists, it will
be recollected, of seven books, and deals with the history of
Greece during half a century of time from 411 B.C. down to 362
B.c.2 The first two books (translated in this volume) include
the sequel to Thucydides (Hellenica, 1. and II. iii. 10), above
mentioned, down to the end of the Peloponnesian war and
the destruction of the long walls of Athens. The remaining
portion of Bk. IL (chapter iii. 11, to the end) may be re-
garded either as the commencement of Xenophon's inde-
pendent work, or, more probably, was intended by himself to
form the connecting link between his Seguel to Thucydides and
the History of Hellenic Affairs, which he set himself to write
after his return from Asia in 399 B.c. The chapters in question
serve to complete the history of Attic affairs from the appoint-
ment of the Thirty to the date of the amnesty, 404-403 B.C.
The Anabasis fits in chronologically between Hellenica, Bks. 11.
and III. (which is my justification for its position in this volume,
see note 1, p. 75). But of that work presently. The following
table will assist the eye of the reader and make my meaning
clearer—

tion of Xenophon's writings by an elaborate comparison of the use of different
particles (after the fashion set by Dittenberg), I will say no more at present than
that the inquiry seems to me very fairly and ably conducted, and the conclu-
sions to which it brings us singularly plausible.

1 Which he perhaps edited. See below.

2 Or, as regards Thessalian affairs, to a somewhat later date—359 or 358 B.C.
See Hell. V1. iv. 35-37; see Diod. Sic. xiii. 42, 5; xv. 89, 3.
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Hellenica A. = Hell. 1. and'I1.  (Hell. 1-IL. iii. 10, formed, as
(411-403 B.C.) it would seem, the work spoken of by ancient
writers as the Paralespomena or sequel to
Thucydides ; He?/. II. iii. 11, to end of Bk.
II. being an appendix to that work, and
serving to fill up an important gap between
the Paralespomena and the Hellenic History.)
Hellenica B. = Hell, TII. [or perhaps more correctly,! II. iii.

(401 [orperhaps - 1}-V. i 36.
more correctly

404}-387 B.C.)

Hellentca C.=Hell. V. ii.-VIL. v. 27.
(387-362 B.C.

and a digression

as to Thessalian

affairs down to

359 B.C. circa.
Hell. V1. iv,

35-37)-

The reasons for believing that the Hellenica is not a single
work in the strictest sense of the word (though, for aught we
know, the author himself and his earliest editors may have
chosen to link the separate parts together so as to form a whole)
are not far to seek. They lie in the many marked differences
of style, vocabulary, and treatment of the subject matter, which
are obvious to any one who reads the original. The belief is
supported not only by internal evidence, but to some extent
by ancient testimony. Thus (a) Dionysius of Halicarnassus
names (in a passage already quoted 2) Xenophon’s historical
writings as the Cyropaedia, the Anabasis, and thirdly, xai Tpiryv
ére Ty ‘EAMuay loroplav kal iy karédirev dredq Ooukvdidns,
& 9 k1., the Hellenic history and that which Thucydides
left incomplete, in which, etc. . . . (B) Marcellinus also dis-
tinguishes the Supplement and the Hellenic History (Vit. Thuc.
ii, 45), dméfave Oovkvdidns . . . gvyypddwv Td wpdypara TOD
eikooTod Kkal mpdTov éviavrol® elkoot yop kal émrTe KaTéTxev 6
Téepos® 78 8¢ Tov dAwv & érav dvarAnpor & Te Oebmopmos kai

1 This is Roquette's view. I think that he has proved that the division

between B and C is at V. i. 36 rather than two chapters lower down, V. iii. 27.
3 See above, p. xxvi. Ep. ad Pomp. iv. 177. Eevopiv Tds vmrobéoeis k.7 \
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6 Eevopuwv ofs cvvarrer v EAAqvixyv ioroplav. (y)
Diogenes Laertius speaks of his editing (?) Thucydides,! Aéyera
& ¢ kal 70 Oovkvdidov BiBAin Speréabar Suvapevos Aavlavovra
alrds eis 86fav fyayer.

As to internal evidence, it is noticeable that Thucydides’
method of years? is preserved more or less consistently in
Hellenica, 1. and 1L, but abandoned in IIL-VII. The strictly
‘““annalistic ” style in which the incidents of a single year are -
registered compendiously and numbers given, is abandoned
in favour of massing connected clusters of events, certain
incidents being treated copiously, and numerical matters
vaguely.® There are other differences: in A4 there is no
reference to sacrifices before and after battle; no personal
criticisms or expressions of praise or blame ; a regular summary
of Sicilian affairs each year., In B and C the reverse of this:

" sacrifices, criticisms of a personal character, #0 summary of

Sicilian affairs.* .

As to the date of composition of 4, the date at which
Xenophon conceived the design of finishing Thucydides’ work
will clearly be dependent on the date of Thucydides’ death,
concerning which very little is certainly known. If, as some
think, Thucydides died ® within two years of the Peloponnesian

1 Though what the biographer means by his ‘¢ having it in his power to
avail himself surreptitiously of Thucydides’ books (if that is what UgeNégfar
means), I cannot pretend to guess. By els d6tar #yayer, ‘* he brought them
into vogue,” I suppose he means edited them. I wish he had explained to us
how, when, and where. Col. Mure (Appendix D to vol. v. of Hist. Gr. Lit.)
adduces arguments to prove that Xenophon, as posthumous editor, amended
and supplemented Thuc. viii., an opinion in which Mr., Mahaffy (His¢. Gr. Lit.
vol. ii. p. 116) concurs (1880). But see Mr. Jowett, ZThuc. ii. note to bk.
viii. p. 461 foll.

2§ briavrds ENpyev, & @, 1. i. 37, ii. 19, v. 2x; IL ii. 24; 7¢ 8 d\\g
E&re, 1. il 1; 700 & émibvros &rovs, L. iii. 1; 7§ & émbvm &rer, 1. Vi, 1}
IL. i. 10; iii. 1.

8 So Aem. Miiller (De Xenophontis historiae parte priove; Lips. 1856), ap.
Roquette, op. cit. p. 53.

4 This change of style apparently begins not at the end of Bk. II. but at II.
iii. 10 ; e.g. the beginning of the first year after the Peloponnesian war is not
given ; in II iii. 56, the author speaks in the first person. This observation
is again due to Aem. Miiller, but I hold to my view that the history of the
Thirty down to the amnesty is an agpendix to the Paraleipomena.

5 See the noticeof his life in Carl Peter’'s Chronological Tables of Greek History
(Chawner), p. 69, note 1. : **He lived twenty years in banishment, for the most
part at Skapte Hyle (Thuc. v. 26; Vit, Marc. 25, 46), where he wrote his history,
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war, in 402 B.C. (or ¢frca 403-401 B.C.), Xenophon might have
completed Hellenica A before Cyrus’s expedition (401 B.C.)
Or supposing, as others think,! that Thucydides died between
399 B.C. and 396 B.c., Xenoplion could hardly have undertaken
the work whilst with Dercylidas in Asia, and therefore we must
suppose he only did so after 394 B.c. at Sparta.

With regard to the Hellenic History proper, that is to say
parts B and C, the question whether the whole work should be
so subdivided is closely connected with the question as to the
date of composition of particular portions, thus: Granted that
the words Spxous ére kal viv éupéver 6 Squos (IL iv. 43), “and to
this day the Democracy is steadfast to its oaths” (see p. 75
below, and note), are not the concluding words of the Segue/
proper to Thucydides (which was Niebuhr’s contention), but
a portion of the Hellenic History B (connecting link or not),
when was the remark penned ? What, in other words, is the
date of composition of this portion of B C? The answer is:
not certainly 358 B.C,, at which date we know from Xeno-
phon himself he was still engaged upon the composition of
the latter portion of the work ;2 since it is ridiculous to suppose
that the historian would have referred to the amnesty of 403 B.C.
in such terms so long a time (forty-five years or nearly half a
century) after the fact. In other words, is it not clear already
that the Hellenic History proper will split into parts B and C
of diverse dates? This seems to me certain; and after
Roquette I am disposed to place the division between the two
parts at Hell, V. i. 36, B.C. 387, the Peace of Antalcidas. 1 used
to think that there was a natural break at He//. V. iii. 27, B.C.
and only returned to Athens, circa 403 (Vit. Mare. 31, 32, 45, 55; Vit. Anon.
10; Plut. K%m. 4). Neither the time nor the manner of his death is established ;
probably he was murdered, circa 403-401, according to some, at Athens, accord-
ing to others, at Skapte Hyle (Marc. V¢, Thuc. 32; Plut, Kim. 4; Paus. i. 23,
ii. 2, 23; Vit. Anon, 10).”

1 This is Roquette’'s view. He thinks, after Ulrich, that Thuc, ii. 100,
proves or tends to prove that Thucydides lived beyond 399 B.C., the date of
the death of Archelaus of Macedon, to whom the historian refers as dead rather
than still living. Thuc. iii. 116, about the third eruption of Aetna, was clearly
written before 396 B.C. (when there was a fourth eruption). See Roquette, op.
cit. pp. 55, 56.

2 See the inserted note on Thessalian affairs already referred to, and the

words &xpt o 8¢ & Noyos éypdepero (Hell. VI. iv. 37), ** Tisiphonus was reigning
at the date of the composition of this volume.

h
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379, where there is a pause in the narrative ;! but the three
following points seem to me all but conclusive in favour of this
other view : (1) V. i 35, 36, is recapitulatory, as if the writer
had paused to cast a glance back before laying down his pen;
(2) IIL v. 235, in reference to Pausanias’s exile and death, shows
that when the writer penned the passage he did not look forward
to continuing his history beyond 387 rc. It is only after he
has changed his*design and begun the third part of his history,
C, that Pausanias again steps on the stage in 385 B.c. (He/.
V. ii 3);% (3) there is a change of vocabulary after V. ii. 1
(e.g. érwrrolels is the regular official title in 4 and B, but in
VL ii. 25, this becomes érwrolagpopos).®

The date of composition in the case of C is a much clearer
matter. It was in process of composition in 358, when Alex-
ander of Pherae was assassinated, and Tissaphernes, his wife’s
brother, reigned in his stead. We may indeed suppose it was
not finally completed till 357 B.C. at least.

One other topic still remains. In discussing the nature
and dates of this tripartite work I have said little or nothing
concerning the subject matter, whether as regards the facts
narrated or the point of view of the historian in narrating
them. This is a large and important topic, which it will be
our duty to consider when we come to weigh the merits of
Xenophon as a writer of history. But in order to deal with

1 See Hellenica : A Collection of Essays, edited by Evelyn Abbott, p. 382 ;
and so Grosser, Jakrbb., ap. Roquette, 0p. cit., partly on the ground that the
remarks about the battle of Coronea, fought in 394 B.C., olav olx &\\yv T@¥
%' é¢’ yudv, could hardly have been written with such emphasis after Leuctra,
in 371 B.C., about which I do not feel certain.

3 xal Epvyev eis Teyéav xal éreebrnoey éxel véoy (Hell. 111, v. 25); wpds
ods pdla PAwds elxev (Hell. V. ii. 3).

8 A similar argument is used by Rosenthiel ( De Xenophontis Historiae Grecae,
parte bis edita), ‘‘ to show by an examination of the use of certain words, and
more especially of &xecfar and drxolovfeiv, and of wepl and dugi, that the
Hellenics fall into three parts, the first extending from the beginning to II. iii.
10, the second from IL iii. 1x to V. i. 36, and the third from V. ii. to the
end.” The first and third parts exhibit, he thinks, a more consistent use of
the purely Attic dialect, while the second is full of Ionisms. I quote from
Mr. Underhill's Introduction to Xenophon's Hellenica, Bks. 1. and II., p. 9,
note 4, a work which I have only seen, whilst my own book was in the press.

As to the date at which Hellenica B was composed, see Roquette, op. cit,
P- 59, who thinks that all we can say from internal evidence is that B was
written after 385 B.C., and indeed possibly as late as 371 B.C.

.



Ixiv NOTES

such a question fairly and intelligently the reader ought to
have before him at any rate the whole of the historical
writings. I will therefore confine myself in this place to one
or two general observations in reference chiefly to Hellenica A,
as I have called it.

I have already drawn attention to the fact that the author
of Hellenica, 1. and II. seems up to a certain point to have
copied the method of Thucydides in his arrangement of the
story. But that is after all a trifling matter. It is a point of
far greater importance what he has told us, and to what extent
his Seguel can be said to complete the history of Thucydides.
Here it must be admitted there are grave difficulties. To
begin with, there is great obscurity in passing from the one
work to the other! In the next place, there are some
singular omissions in the course of the narrative itself. We
must betake ourselves to the orators or to later writers, such
as Diodorus,? to discover the occurrence of various important
incidents. There is furthermore a sense of conciseness here,
and of copiousness there, which has suggested to more than
one modern critic the idea that perhaps after all our Hellenica
may be but an excerpt due to the labour of some com-
paratively late compiler rather than-the actual work of Xeno-
phon itself2 For my own part I see no satisfactory solution

1 Instead of two carefully adjusted and dovetailed paragraphs we seem to
have hold of a couple of frayed edges. These ragged ends could never surely
have been meant to join exactly. Possibly (as a late editor, Mr. Underhili,
thinks, 0p. ciz. § 1. p. 7) something has been torn off after the last words of
Thuc. viii. 109. Conceivably Hell. 1. i. 1, is not the original beginning,
though the opening is quite in Xenophon's manner ; and apart from the puzzle
to know where we are and what it is all about, the sudden plunge into the
middle of things has a certain artistic effect. .

2 Diodorus Siculus (40 B.C.) wrote a history of the world—a Historical
Library, he called it—or a series of histories founded on the labours of pre-
decessors, and grouped round Rome as the centre of political interests. See
Prof. Jebb, Primer, p. 147. For the history of our period he had before him
not only Xenophon, but Ephorus of Cyme (a pupil of Isocrates), Theopompus
(of Chios), Anaximenes of Lampsacus, and Philistus of Syracuse.

3 This, which strikes one as the boldest of the many theories to account
for certain peculiarities in Xenophon's historical writings, is generally known
as ‘‘the epitome theory.” One of its ablest advocates was the young Greek
scholar ’A. Kvwpiavos (I am not sure that the idea was quite original, since I
believe it was broached by Campe previously), who published a tract setting
forth his views, entitled wepl 7&v ‘ENAquk@y 700 Sevopdrros (Athens 1859), in
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of these difficulties; none at any rate which it is possible to
present to my readers in this volume. The following table
will show the nature of the gaps above alluded to.

B.C. 41I1.

B.C. 410.

B.C. 409.

B.C. 408.

* B.C. 404.

Hell. 1. 1. 4-7.—According to Diod. xiii. 39-40;
45-46, the Athenians won two naval victories off
Cynossema. The first is described in Thuc. viii.
104-106 ; this is apparently the second. Diodorus
also throws light on the movements of Agesandridas
(xiii. 41), and of Dorieus, the son of Diagorus
(xiii. 38).

Hell. 1. i 2-3.—According to Diod. xiil. 52-53;
Aesch. de F. Leg. p. 38, § 76, the Spartans were so
disheartened by their defeat at Cyzicus that they
sent ambassadors (Endius was one) to Athens with
proposals for peace, which at the instance of Cleophon
were rejected.

Hell. 1. ii. 18.—See Diod. xiii. 64-65, for (1) the
recovery of Pylos (Coryphasium) by the Lacedae-
monians ; the failure of Anytus to relieve the
garrison, and his trial. (2) The recovery of Nisaea
from Athens by the Megarians, and the defeat of
the latter by the Athenians in battle.

Hell. 1. v. 15 foll. ; 1. vi. 4.—(1) For details con-
cerning Alcibiades, his proceedings at Cyme, etc.,
and his murder, see Diod. xiii. 73; Plut. A% 39.
(2) For details concerning Lysander, see Diod. xiii.
70, 104 ; xiv. 10; and Plut. Lysander.

Hell. 1L iii. 2.—Concerning the Five Ephori, a
board which preceded the Thirty, and for details
concerning that whole period, see Lysias’s two
speeches, xii. and xiii., against Eratosthenes and
against Agoratos respectively.

which he maintains that our Hellenica is not the original work, but post-
Christian in date and probably compiled by a Christian. The discussion of
this thesis, defended and attacked by Cyprianus and Pantazides in the Pkslistor,
is entertaining.

[4
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At this point I pass to the Anabasis, the difficulties
concerning which are of a somewhat different order.! Con-
cerning Xenophon’s method of composition in general we
know nothing, but it is reasonable to suppose that such a
work as the Anabasis—whatever the date of its completion as
a whole, or its publication among the acknowledged works of
Xenophon—was based upon notes taken at the time. Itis
probable that portions of such a work would be finished and
ripe for publication long before others, and it is certain that
the work as a whole was not completed until 371 B.C.,2 or
whatever date we assign to Xenophon’s expulsion from Scillus.
This is proved by the autobiographic passage, Anab. V. iii.
9, 10,and the “imperfect” tenses there employed (see Sketch,
p. cxxxi., and Note to Index).

A more difficult question is the connection between the
Anabasés and the Hellenica (or, if I may venture so to narrow
the question, Hellenica B), in which occurs the well-known
allusion to Themistogenes in the second paragraph of Bk. IIL
chap. i.—a passage with which Xenophon, on the supposition
that the words are his, has, quite unintentionally doubtless,
contrived to puzzle his modern readers hopelessly. I quote
the passage at length : ds pév ofv Kipos orpdrevpa Te cuvédele
kal Tobr Exwv dvéBn éri Tov ddeApdv kal bs 1 paxy éyévero kai
bs dméfave xal ds ék Tobrov dwerdbnaav of "EAAqves éri Oalar-
Tav, Oeuiotoyéve. Zupakooip yéyparrar. The general meaning
and intention of the historian is obvious. He does not care
at this point of his Hellenic History to enter into the details of
the Cyreian expedition—which is after all an episode—and he
refers his readers elsewhere for an account of the matter.

1 T assume that our Anabasis is by Xenophon and not by Themistogenes,
a belief which certainly holds the field ; but for special arguments in support
of it, see Krliger, De Authentia et integritate Anab. 19. For the whole dis-
cussion see Sauppe, De Auctore Anabasis, p. x. foll. of his Preface to the
stereotyped edition of Xenophon, vol. ii. See also Roquette, 0. cit. p. 62
foll. Besides the Anadasis of Xenophon there was, there is good reason to
believe, on the authority of Stephanus Byzant : an Anadasis of Sophaenetus,
Xenophon's companion -in-arms, and also, as some suppose, a genuine
Anabasis of Themistogenes.

3 Roquette thinks it was published in that year. He argues from internal
evidence that the author wishes to conciliate the king, which at this date—the
congress at Athens—was important. See Diod. xv. so; Plut. 4ges. 28 ;
Curt, H, G. iii, 294 ; Grote, A, G. x. 222.
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The words Oeuwroyévee Svpakooilp yéyparrar have been
variously translated so as to mean *written by,” or “com-
posed for,” or “dedicated to” -Themistogenes the Syracusan.
The question arises—who is Themistogenes ?

Is Xenophon referring to a separate narrative of the Cyreian
expedition, the battle, and the retreat, composed by a real
historian of Syracuse named Themistogenes? or is he referring
to his own work edited under this name, which may be either a
nom de plume, or that of a real editor, or of the person to whom
Xenophon dedicated his book? I do not know that there is
any satisfactory answer to these questions. My own impression
i5 that Themistogenes, whose personality seems to be estab-
lished,! brought out the original edition of Xenophon’s Anabdasis,
or of a portion of it; possibly the first four books only.
Possibly Xenophon preferred to publish the work in the first
instance in this manner—as it were anonymously2—because it
was so full of personal matter. This view has nothing specially
in its favour except that amongst the ancients it was commonly
believed that Xenophon’s Azabasis had appeared under a false
name. See Plutarch, Glor. Ath. 348 F, ch. i ,’E,’evo¢63v pév
‘yap G-'UTOG eavfoﬁ ‘yE'yOVEV W"T opl.a, yp(ilpﬂs a- €0T, paﬁ)‘yrpe Kal.
eep.w"royem] (M]El) 7l'€pl- TO'UT(DV O'UV‘I'GT(lxoal- TOV E‘UPGKOUO'LOV,
a murroTepos Smyov;uvos éavrdv &s dAdov, érépp TV TOV
Aoywv 8ofav xapilopevos.’

1 On the authority of Hesychms in Suidas s.v. Oemaroyévys Zuparobaios
lrropcxbs Ktpov *AvdBacw firis év Tols Eevopdvros ¢épe‘ral. xal 4\\a Twd wepl
Tis éavrov warpidos.

2 Much as Aristophanes published his earlier comedies under the names of
Callistratus and Philonides.

3 And so at a much later date the grammana.n Tzetzes, A.D. 1150 (Schol.
ap. Bibl. Par., cod. 2565, epist. 21), Eevoply éxéypaye Tiy Kipov 'AvdSaow
Ocmuoroyéve Zupaxocrlq; To this old grammarian Themistogenes is like
Shakespeare’s ‘“ Mr. W, H.” He is in a special sense ‘ the only begetter” of
the Anabasis. ‘' As Phidias made statues for the Eleian Pantarces, inscribing
his name, so did Xenophon with regard to his * Advance of Cyrus,’ setting a

certain name to the work to please him whom he loved " (Ckiliad, vii. 439).
For another ingenious theory on the subject see Mahaffy, op. cit. p. 263.
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411-405
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401-399,

399-394

A SKETCH OF XENOPHON’S LIFE

BIRTH. —(The first year of the Peloponnesian War. )

INFANCY (aet. 1-7). —Till the eighth year of the war, his life
was probably spent in Athens, at any rate during spring
and summer.

BOYHOOD (aet. 8-16).—Spent possibly partly in the country (at
Erchia, modern Spata); religious training 7§ warply véug
(Anad. VIL viii. 5, see below, p. 315); old-Attic vocabu-
lary ; education in uovoic) ypduuara yvuracrich; gnomic ;
sophistic ; may have ¢‘heard " Prodicus of Ceos ; introduction
to Socrates.

YOUTH (aet. 16-18). —Socratic training, illustrated by Memorab.,
Symp., Oeconom.

(aet. 18-20).—Hunting education, illustrated by Cynegetica.

(aet. 20~-26).—Political interests, illustrated by Hellenica, 1. and
IL (A).

YOUNG MANHOOD (ae?. 26-28).—N.B. There are two conversa-
tions in Mem. (1L viii., vii.), named as belonging respect-
ively to the end of the war, 405 B.C., and the ‘‘year of
anarchy,” 404-403.

(2et. 28-30).—Political prospects, from the amnesty to Cyreian
expedition. Cynegetica possibly published now; and the
portion of Hellenica, 1.-1l. iii. 10 (see below, pp. 1-50;
also note on Hellenica), constituting the wapaletwéueva or
sequel to Thucydides, being got ready for publication.

MANHOOD (aet. 30-32).—Floruit; the advance with Cyrus and
the retreat of the Ten Thousand ; the Thracian campaign ;
surrender of the remnant of the Cyreians, six thousand men,
to Thibron ; illustrated by Azad. and Cyrop., also Hell.
IIIL. (B). .

(aet. 32-37). —Uncertain movements at this date (spring of
399 B.C.); Hell. 1. and II. (A) published.(?) ; Asiatic cam-
paigns with Spartan harmosts, Thibron (?), Dercylidas,
Agesilaus; marriage; exile; sons; return to Europe,
394 B.C. before Coronea ; illustrated by He/l. III. iv. (B).
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B.C.

394-387 (aet. 37-44).—With Agesilaus in Sparta and campaigning (?) ;
sons educated in Spartan training; till perhaps peace of
Antalcidas (?) ; illustrated by Hell. IV, v. 1-36 (B); and
Lac. Pol.

387-371, MIDDLE AGE (a¢t. 44-60).—Presented (now or perhaps earlier,
389 B.C.) by Spartan authorities, with a house and farm at
Scillus, where he resides for many years, acting probably as
proxenus for his ‘adopted state ; intellectual forwif, great
literary period ; illustrated by all his writings in some form
or other. Many, e.g. Memor., Symp., Oeconom., Hiero,
were here published ; the material for the remaining portions
of the Hellenica was being got together currente calamo ,;
and material for later works, some of which were nearly
ready for publication, e.g. Anadasis, revised.

371-369 (aet. 60-62).—Battle of Leuctra ; the Anadasis published after
expulsion from Scillus, and Hellenica B (=Hell, 11. iii. 11—
V. i. 36), perhaps in the year 371 B.C., after Leuctra,
possibly at Corinth, where the family finally settled. The
sons going back to Athens after the decree of banishment was
rescinded, probably in 369 B.C., served in the Athenian
cavalry at Mantinea 362 B.C.

369-362 (aef. 62~69).—Banishment rescinded ; literary labours continued
at Corinth (or possibly at times at Athens); Hipparchikos
(or a Cavalry General's Manual), with its sequel the wepl
lzwuis (tract on Horsemanship), both published ; the Cyro-
paedia and Hellenica C (= Hell. V. ii. to end) put into shape
and finally published between 365 and 357 B.C. (epilogue
to Cyrop. after 364); death of Gryllus before Mantinea
362 B.C.

362-354, OLD AGE (aef. 69-77).—His last work, the ITépot, or tract on
Revenues, published 355 B.C.

circa 354, DEATH (aet. 77).—He died at Corinth (tradition says); see Demetyr.
Magn., ap. Diog. Laert. Life of Xenophon.
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“THE SAGE AND HEROIC XENOPHON.”—GIBBON.

‘¢ Life may as properly be called an art as any other ; and the great incidents
-in it are no more to be considered as mere accidents, than the several
. members of a fine statue or a noble poem.”—FIELDING.

BoYHOOD AND EARLY MANHOOD, 431-40T B.C. ; INFANCY, 431-424 ; Bov-
HOOD, 423-415; YOUTH, 415-405 : YOUNG MANHOOD, 405-401 B.C.

XENOPHON was an Athenian, of the déme (or borough town)
Erchia, and therefore a fellow-townsman of his illustrious
contemporary Isocrates. His father was named Gryllus, his
mother probably Diodora.! By his own marriage he had two
sons, wamed respectively Gryllus and Diodorus, They were
famous\in their day, and were popularly called the Dioscuri,
or great\twin brethren. Possibly they were twins. But of .
them pres\ntly.

The date of Xenophon’s birth is, as above explained, un-
certain. For the purpose of this sketch it is assumed that he
was born about the commencement of the Peloponnesian war
in 431 B.c. (possibly a little earlier; not improbably even
somewhat later).

With regard to his early bringing-up, the status of his
family, the means and occupation of his father, we know next
to nothing. It is commonly believed that Xenophon was
qualified to serve as a knight. Tradition 2 says that he did so
serve. He had all the tastes of an Athenian country gentle-
man or yeoman, of the type presented to us by his own
Ischomachus,® devoted to dogs and horses, and the breeding

1 See Roquette, de Vit Xen., Append. II., ‘“de Xen. Matre,” p. 109 foll
2 Diog. Laert. ii. 5, Vit. Socr. 7; Strabo, IX. ii. 7.
8 See Oecon. vi. 17.
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and training of these, and to hunting as a preliminary to
warfare.! He took horses with him on the famous expedition
under Cyrus; and it was he who, at a critical moment,?
organised the small squadron of forty horse, which proved so
effective during the retreat. His interest in this branch of the
service is unceasing, and is evident in many passages of his
works. As an old campaigner he seems to have taken 7o
immucdv under his special protection, and he ended by writing
two companion treatises on the subject, the earlier of which,
“ A General of Cavalry,” is addressed apparently to one of the
hipparchs for the year at Athens—possibly about 365 B.c.—
when his two sons were serving as knights in the state cavalry.
If this was the status of the family, we may suppose that his
parents had means ; and it is clear® that Xenophon set off on
the expedition above named in quest of glory and adventure
rather than of wealth. The question, as we shall see, is
important in reference rather to his political leanings than to
his economical surroundings.

We may, perhaps, assume that the boy was reared in
easy circumstances and as befitted a kaAds e kdyalés? a
“beautiful and good” citizen of Athens.” We may assume
further that he was piously and healthily brought up. The
grown man, we know, was religiously and healthily disposed ;5
and the child, we suspect, was herein father to the man. But
we have also a suggestive anecdote which throws light on the
family worship in the home of Xenophon in the rural déme
of Erchia. It is recounted on page 315 of this volume, and
I need not repeat it; but it is noticeable that Zeus Meilichios,
to whom the old family soothsayer Eucleides bids Xenophon
sacrifice “in the ancestral fashion,” is the same god who was
honoured in the festival of the Diasia ;¢ and the incident may

1 Cf. de R. Eq. 2 See below, p. 161 foll.

3 See below, pp. 249, 259.

4 See Becker, Charicles, Excursus to § 1, ** Education.”

5 See Diog. Laert. Life of Xen.; Anab. passim.

6 The Diasia was a country festival existent long before the festival of
Olympic Zeus, as Cylon in his attempt upon the Acropolis found out to his
cost. And, to skip from grave to gay, the name recalls not only the tragic end
of Cylon, but the tragico - comical experiences of the old Athenian country

gentleman in the play (Aristoph. Clouds, 408 foll., 864) trying to soften the
_ obdurate heart of his horse-racing youngster by reminding him how, when he
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even throw a ray of light on the old-Attic propensities (etymo-
logical or other) of our author.

We may further surmise that the health of his body was no
less thought of than that of his soul. The love of field
exercises and the chase, the belief in bodily training and the
salutary effects of toil, summed up in one of his mottoes ovétv

. dvev i8péros, date back to childhood.

If he was born in 431 B.C. and was in Attica at all, the
first years of his life, or a great part of each year, must have
been spent inside the city walls. The distances in that whole
country are indeed so small that the owner of an estate even
at Thoricus might have returned to his. farm at intervals after
the Laconian troops had done their work of devastation for
one year, and before they returned on the same errand the
next, so that the child may well have breathed fresh air
during some months in every year.!

He gives no hint, nor indeed had he perhaps any vivid
recollection, of the earlier troubles incidental to the ¢ Archi-
damic” war. He is equally silent touching things which he
might well have recollected as he grew in years. As far as

was a little boy and could only lisp; his father had bought him a little go-cart
at the festival of the Diasia. Strepsiades, the father, bears no further resem-
blance to Gryllus than that he is an old man from the country ; nor, except
in his love for horses, does Pheidippides recall Xenophon. (He is more like
a famous Athenian, with whom Xenophon has been sometimes confounded,
Alcibiades.) But, for the peep into Attic life which it affords, with its con-
trasts of old and new, rustic and polite, during the age of the Sophists, the
whole play is an apt commentary upon the times of Xenophon's boyhood.

The anecdote of the Anabdasis is suggestive not only of a religious but of
an old-fashioned style of bringing- -up ; and, if I am not mistaken, even the
phraseology of Xenophon bears an impress also of that ancient style of educa-
tion so much commended by the Dikaios Logos in the play already referred
to. How is it that Xehophon is so glib in the use of old Attic words and
inflections? why is it a chance whether he will say wew@ofar or xexrficfar,
and why does he persist in writing BeNéwv, dpéwv, etc.? Why does he call
the goddess of dawn "Hws as the poets do, and not “Ews as the rest of the world
does? I know that there are other answers to the question, but I cannot help
thinking that it is because, at an age at which the boy could only lisp, such
were the sounds familiar to his ears in his father’s family, and amongst the
peasantry on the eastward face of Brilessus (Pentelicus), in the rural déme
of Erchia.

1 It was no great distance from Athens to Erchia (vot nearly so far as to
Thoricus) if, as is supposed, the site of the déme is that of the modern Spata.
By the modern road it cannot be more than seventeen or exghteen miles.
See map.
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foreign invasions were concerned, his out-door training might
well have begun in earnest at the age of seven (the eighth
year of the war), 424 B.C, and have been continued steadily
till the first year of the * Deceleian” war, 413 B.C., when he
would be eighteen years of age. Then for ten years it must
have ceased entirely, or nearly so. In his tract on hunting
(which as some think was his earliest work) ! he says in a style
somewhat pedagogic for so youthful a writer: *“ My advice to
the young is, do not despise hunting or the other training of
your boyhood, if you wish to grow up to be good men, good
not only in war, but in all else of which the issue is perfection
in thought, word, and deed.” . And before plunging into
practical details, he adds: ‘“The first efforts of a youth
emerging from boyhood should be directed to the institution of
the chase ; after which he should come to the rest of education
—provided he have the means and with an eye to the same ; if
his means be ample, in a style worthy of the profit to be
derived ; or, if they be scant, let him at any rate contribute
enthusiasm, in nothing falling short of the power he possesses.”

Whether he himself enjoyed this education, or is only incul-
cating what he regarded as desirable, and was able eventually
to give to his own sons at the proper time of life, we cannot
say. What we can say is that his description of the chase in
this treatise (as far as coursing hares is concerned) would suit
the slopes and gullies of the Attic mountains (of Parnes,
Pentelicus, and Hymettus) no less than the scenery of the
Triphylia, of Pholoe and the hills which stand about Olympia.

Apart, however, from this exceptional form of gymnastic,
and provided always that his boyhood 2 was spent in Attica and
Athens, we may suppose that he was subjected to the common
training of young Athenians at that time. ‘“We have been
companions in the chorus, the school, the army,” is the telling
appeal with which the herald of the mustai, Cleocritus, chal-
lenges the city party on a memorable occasion to cease strife
with the exiles in Piraeus.? We may picture Xenophon as.a

1 See Cyneg. i. 18 ii. 1. If this was really an early work, I think it must
have been re-handled and re-edited in middle age. See below.

2 See a story in Philostratus, V7. Sopk. i. 12, according to which he lived
part of the time as a captive in Boeotia. 3 See below, p. 68.
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boy sharing in choruses, or wending his way to school, or
going through the exercises of the palaestra and gymnasium
with the Critobuluses and Euthydemuses, who were his fellows,
just as when older he probably shared in military drill and
service—whether with horse or shield—and in the first instance
perhaps among the weplmodo! At school he would learn
ypdupora and povou) and yvpvaoruaj, according to the system
in vogue. He would come to know the poets—Theognis and
Hesiod and Epicharmus—and, beyond all, Homer. In all
ways he was brought up, I think, in the ancient style, as far as
was then possible, and whatever else was the result of this
education, the main point was secured. The young man had
formed in his breast the image of Aidds. For the rest his
training in the new learning of the Sophists was, for a youth of
his temperament, by no means detrimental. Rather it was of
the best. It is quite possible that, like Callias or Proxenus,?
he paid fees to some one of the professors to whom he intro-
duces us in the Memorabilia and elsewhere. Perhaps Dionyso-
dorus taught him tactics. Perhaps he heard Prodicus of Ceos.
But it was a greater than Prodicus who truly initiated him
into such philosophy as he was capable of, and who taught
him how to discover the first principles not of strategics only
but of a much higher art—that of right living—and of xalo-
kayafia in general. This teacher, himself the greatest of the
Sophists, and yet in a deep sense antagonistic to all other
professors of wisdom—one also to whom he certainly paid no
fees of money—it need hardly be said, was Socrates.

At what age Xenophon came under the influence of this
friend and teacher, we cannot tell; we may suppose, however,
that he was emerging from boyhood, and had done with pasda-
gogot, in the technical sense, when this new and spiritualising
influence was brought to bear upon him. If we are to guess
at a date, we might choose that famous year 415 B.C. (the
seventeenth of the war), in which the expedition sailed for
Sicily, and Alcibiades, being accused of profaning the mysteries,
was condemned to death in his absence. Socrates himself

1 A sort of horse patrol composed of young Athenians between eighteen
and twenty to guard the frontier.
% See Symp. v. 4, 62; Anabd. V., vi. 16, p. 141; Mem. 111 i. 1, II. i. 21.
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would then have been fifty-three, Plato would have been four-
teen, Alcibiades about thirty-four, and Xenophon about six-
teen. Whenever it happened and however the introduction
came about, the change wrought in the young man’s disposi-
tion was deep and permanent. The story is prettily told by
Diogenes Laertius, and with so clear a ring of poetic truth
that we need not stay to inquire whether the particular in-
cident occurred. This is how the biographer recounts the
matter: “Xenophon was modest of mien, and surpassingly
fair to look upon. Tradition tells how Socrates met him in
a narrow way, and stretching his staff athwart him, so as to
bar his passage, plied him with inquiries as to where this or
that commodity was to be purchased, to all which questions
the boy answered fluently ; when the sage at length put to him
a final question, ‘And where are the fair and noble to be
found?’ The boy shook his head! in perplexity. Then said
he, ‘Follow me, and be taught’ So he followed him, and
thereafter became his 4earer.” 2

The question so propounded became indeed the problem
of Xenophon’s life. Where are the kadot kdyafoi to be found ?
And what is that perfection of combined beauty and goodness,
displaying itself in beautiful and good deeds, otherwise called
virtue? That to some extent he solved it will perhaps be
admitted by whoever has noted the distinctive quality of his
writings and the persistent ambition of his life. The answer
which the “inspirer” himself was prepared to give to his
‘“hearer ” may in part be read in the Recollections and other
“Socratic ” writings of Xenophon; and still more largely in
the dialogues of Plato. The attitude meanwhile of the pupil
to his friend during ten or fifteen years of his life is easy to
picture.?

1 Lit. “raised his brows,” precisely as a modern Greek does, expressing
blank surprise. 2 Diog. Laert. Life, § 2.

3 It has indeed been pictorially represented by that most famous painter of the
Renaissance, whose sympathetic mind unerringly interpreted to him the spirit of
the Greeks. In Rafael's Sckool of Athens, among the six or seven figures which
compose the Socratic group, that of Socrates himself is so truly depicted as to
form a companion to the portrait of the philosopher as drawn by Alcibiades in
the Symposium of Plato. Of the rest, none are more truthful to the imagination

than those of Alcibiades and Xenophon. The helmeted mail-clad warrior
facing the philosopher with exquisite proud poise, indicative of a graceful
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The best commentary on this period of Xenophon’s life is
to be found in his own Socratic writings, and chiefly in the
Memorabilia. That work is an honest attempt to explain the
character and position of Socrates to a public who seemed to
misconceive of him ; and, being based mainly on the writer’s
personal recollections, is replete with autobiographic matter.
It must be borne in mind, however, that none of these writings
were published, nor in any technical sense composed, until long
after the death of Socrates, which took place in 399 B.C.
Even the most matter-of-fact of them, therefore, the Memora-
bilia, cannot escape a certain colouring. Socrates is seen
through a vista of years. The young man’s memoranda, how-
ever faithfully preserved, represent also the mature reflections of
one who has himself gone through many experiences, since as
a youth he sat in some saddler’s shop and imbibed words of
wisdom, and whose own character is formed. With this
caution we may well turn over the pages of the Memorabilia,
etc., in confidence that the story of Xenophon’s own deeper
education lies therein. There is, indeed, one specially autobio-
graphic passage,! in which the author names himself as an
interlocutor in a conversation (which took place between
Socrates and Critobulus), the subject of which may be called
“the danger of a kiss.” Possibly Socrates had observed in
Xenophon a certain propensity, which in his ironic fashion he
thus set himself to counteract. The incident appears to have
clung to the mind of him whose judgment was appealed to.

Besides this, there are endless occasions on which Xeno-
phon suggests his own presence at a conversation by such
phrases as, “I will here mention what I once heard him say
about the divine power;” 2 or, “As I listened to these sayings
I could not but reflect that he himself had attained, whilst we
his hearers were being led onwards, to true happiness ;”3 or
again, in order to show how Socrates helped his friends out of

self-confidence on the very verge of insolence, is unmistakable; but beside
the latter, with back-turned face, hanging on his lips, is a youth with rosy
cheeks and auburn hair ; he leans on one arm in a brooding attitude ; his eyes
are set in deep, earnest, religious gaze. That is Xenophon, the future apologist
of the life of Socrates, treasuring one of the discussions of the Memorabdilia.

1 Mem. 1. iii. 12. 25 1. iv. 2.

8 /5. L vi. 14; cf. L vii. 5; 1L i. 1, iv. 1, v. 1, Vi. 1,
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their difficulties, varying the treatment to suit the need of the
case, he recounts three or four stories, * which he can personally
vouch for” (48 8¢ kal é& Tobrois & givoda adre)! The two
first of these are, it so happens, the only two in the whole
collection of which the exact date is given in so many words—
the one is named as belonging to the end of the war 405 B.C,,
and the other to the year of division which followed—before
the city party and the party of Piraeus had healed their dif-
ferences.2 To others we can approximately assign the date
through internal evidence; some are dateless. But our
suspicion is that the mass of these conversations which Xeno-
phon recounts on his personal authority belong to his maturity,
say to the years 411 B.C. and onwards.

By that date (411 B.c.) Xenophon had doubtless begun to
take an interest in politics (as what Athenian did not?), and
was perhaps meditating some essay in literature. The prospect
of continuing the history of Thucydides had not as yet dawned
upon him ; nor could he as yet foresee the need which would
come of writing an apology for Socrates. But I make no
doubt that he already had an eye to current affairs; and in
the spirit of Boswell was duly taking notes of conversations
which he felt to be of permanent interest.

It may be hard at times, as already suggested, to distinguish
between the later reflections of the middle-aged man of letters
and the original impressions of curious youth; but the fact
remains incontestable that this was the period of seedtime.
The particular word or words in which the good seed was
sown ; the exact moment (to use a more Socratic phrase) at
which birth was given to some struggling idea, we may not be
able to discover; but we have Xenophon’s own testimony to
the educational effect of this discourse or that discussion upon
the minds of those who, like himself, consorted with Socrates,
and we can hardly doubt that he was generalising from his
own experience. If he says that to listen to such and such
remarks was to be led on a step farther in the direction of
kalokayabia, or self-restraint, or wisdom, or courage, or trust
in the Gods, or belief in the omnipresence of Divinity, or
acquiescence in the supreme will, he means that he himself

1 Mem. 11 vii., viii., ix., x. 1. 2 See below, p. 65 foll.
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must admit that in his experience it was so; and hence it is
with a genuine outburst of affection, betokening a deep sense
of his own indebtedness and loss that he speaks of the very
recollection of Socrates as in itself an inspiration to good
conduct. “ Amongst those who were brought into communion
with Socrates and recognised his greatness, all true lovers of
virtue still to this day cease not to lament his incomparable
loss with bitterest regret; as for one who, as none else could,
helped them in the pursuit of perfection. For my part, when
I think of him and what he was like . . .”!

The qualities which he admired most in Socrates were his
spirituality ; his faith and sense of proportion in matters divine
and matters temporal ; his sincerity and independence ; his
horror of quackery and self-deceit; his educational ardour in
behalf of all who consorted with him ; the purity of his aim
and methods ; his enthusiasm in the service of the world at
large ; his subordination of all virtues, whether of the intellectual
or of the practical type, to healthiness of soul (cwdpooivy).?

Further to point what has been said. The biographical,
that is to say, the autobiographical importance, in a general
sense, of the Memorabilia (as of the other Socratic writings of
Xenophon), can hardly be exaggerated; but there is need
of discrimination before we can say that such and such a
conversation throws light upon the youth and early manhood

of Xenophon. Thus, if we consider the nature of the dis-

1 See Mem. 1V. viii. 11 foll.

2 Some of the good words now sown, which were destined to bear fruit
eventually, may readily be picked out. They recur frequently in the writings
of Xenophon. They are his adopted formulae — one might speak of them
as talismans. Such is the Hesiodic gnome kaddtwauw to which Socrates gave
new currency; or the Xenophontine motto, ¢y Oeols; or this: dwd row
Oedv dpxesfar. Some are tests of the spirit, suited to self-examination, such
as : ‘* Be what you would fain be thought to be’’ ; or this, ‘* What am I worth
to my friend?” Others are compendious moral maxims: ‘* Self-mastery is
the kelson of virtue ; * ¢ Virtues grow by knowledge (and practice).” One is
the master's own prayer, and the pupil did well to remember it. ‘* Give me
what is best for me, for ye know what good things are.”—AMem. L iii. 2; cf.
Plat, Alib. ii. 143 A—

Zet Baoihed, Td udv éoON kal elxopévos kal dvelkTois
»Appe Sidov, T& 8¢ dewd xal evyouévois drakétew.

**O King Zeus, grant to us all blessings, whether we pray for them or not,
And deliver us from evil, even to the denial of our prayers.”
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cussions themselves, some, it must be admitted, savour some-
what of the after-reflection of a mature commentator ; and from
a biographical point of view are no less illustrative of the
veteran at Scillus than of the young man at Athens. Such is
a series in Mem. 11. on the relations of parents and children.
““ How should a son behave to his mother?” or “ Concerning
brotherly affection.” But these are just of a sort to mark the
intimate relations between the teacher and the pupil at the
time. They form a chapter of the private life of Socrates
revealed to a friend. There is no reason why they should
not be also verbatim reports at first hand. Others read like
authentic records of actual descriptions related to Xenophon
by an intimate friend. The two conversations between Euthy-
demus and Socrates in Bk. IV, are good specimens. Another
set suggest either that Xenophon himself, or some one very
like Xenophon, was the interlocutor. The sentiments of the
disputant might well have been his at the time. Such are the
two in Bk. III ch. ii. and iii.—Socrates and a young man on
the duties and ambition of a strategos and of a hipparch
respectively. (We are close upon autobiography here, I think.)
Others, again, discover the artist working up his material to
the best advantage (and occasionally perhaps in a way which
offends our sense of dramatic propriety). How often is not
Xenophon tempted consciously or unconsciously to impress
his own personality upon some one or other of his dramatis
‘personae? There is a final class, of which the ZEconomist
may be taken as a highly-developed type, which read as
if the artist had at times got the better of the biographer.
It is hard not to believe that in the conversation between
Socrates and Pericles the younger (one of the unfortunate
generals at Arginusae, it will be recollected), Xenophon
has contrived dramatically to represent the workings of
his own mind upon the subject of debate. Just as the
Economist is perhaps an expansion of some actual Socratic
conversation with a view to a freer handling of the topic, so
this particular discussion (setting forth the pessimistic views of
Pericles concerning the Athens of the moment, in contrast
with the more hopeful views of Socrates touching an ideal
Athens of the future) might well have been worked up into



-y

LIFE OF XENOPHON Ixxxi

a political pamphlet in praise of the Solonian institutions.!
Between these two voices it is possible to detect the workings
of Xenophon’s own mind. One may hear or overhear his
thoughts excusing or else accusing one another politically.
Such a discussion may actually have taken place—and Xeno-
phon may have listened to it probably between 411 B.C. and
406 B.c., by which time his own miso-Theban views-were
probably already pronounced.

-But it was not to Socrates alone that Xenophon’s introduc-
tion to politics was due (though to make his friends statesman-
like was, as we know, a great object with that teacher); there
were other go-betweens of all sorts, human or metaphysical.
Demonic forces were leading him on, and fixing his views for
better or for worse. These were pre-eminently the current
incidents of the time (some of which he has graphically
enough described). There were also the prepossessions and
intellectual propensities of the individual. What Xenophon’s
leanings were we can scarcely doubt. He is one of those
thinkers to whom we may perhaps apply the modern term
“aristocratic” without doing his departed spirit an injustice.2 In
the arena of ancient politics he watches impartially the behaviour
of the combatants in their strife for glory ; but his eye is fixed
most readily on the doings of the BéAriwrror, whether the state
be friendly or hostile. The better classes were better than the
rest of the world. That is axiomatic ; at the same time he
admits Socratically the sad truth : Corruptio optimi pessima est.
Nor does his admiration of respectability fill him with preju-
dices against the vavrikds dxAos of Piraeus, whose good dis-
cipline on shipboard delights him. It does not blind him to
the fact that in a2 deeper and more philosophic sense the free
man may be a very slave in soul and the slave-born man win to
himself a patent of nobility. But, on the whole, and with large

1 Such a treatise would have been an apt counterpart of the so-called
Laconian Polity, a pamplet in praise of the institutions of Lycurgus. As to
the Athenian Polily see above. It was written by perhaps a cleverer, at any
rate a more Machiavelian, person than Xenophon.

2 Could he revisit earth and study modern literature, I think he would find
the doctrines of Thomas Carlyle most congenial to his political mind ; but to
his aesthetic and philosophic soul in general the style and sentiments of John
Ruskin.
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deductions due no less to his human-heartedness than to his
artistic sense (to which, as to some high court of equity, he
may appeal against the prejudices of an Athenian knight or
hoplite), he is of the school at Athens of Theramenes.!

" What part, if any, the future historian of the period him-
self played in public affairs from 411 B.C. to the date of the
amnesty, whether or not he shared in the troubles of the Four
Hundred or in those of the Thirty, we cannot say. It is quite
possible that, in accordance with a tradition mentioned by
Philostratus, he was during part of this time a prisoner
in Boeotia. Wherever he was, it is certain that his political
views were all the while shaping themselves. If merely from a
literary and artistic point of view, he could not fail to note
with curiosity the course of events, the import of which,
whether at home or abroad, was alike momentous. The plot
thickened apace. The spectator was not of a temperament to
sit by perfectly unmoved, or unbiassed in his judgment.
Perhaps, like the youthful Ion in the play of Euripides, he
wished to hold himself aloof, é& wéler Yédov wAép.? But
however loath he might be to plunge into affairs at the sacrifice
of that * dearest boon to mortals—Ileisure,” he was at the same
time a youth of some ambition. He had studied to make
himself an adept in speech and action. The question must ere
long present itself to his mind, How was he to turn his
political training to account?

On the whole, and apart from the dramatic interest of them,
the incidents of these years offered no encouraging prospect to

1 So, after Mr. W. L. Newman (Tke Politics of Aristotle, vol. i. p. 491),
I name the more moderate wing of the popular party at Athens during the
years 411-403 B.C. (see Thuc. viii. 97, and Xen. Hell. II. iii. 43, p. 60 below,
and note 4). For the doctrines of this ‘*left centre ** party, with many of which
Aristotle himself sympathised, see 0p. cit. p. 470 folL. They may be summed
up in the phrase % && 7@ péowv woMrewa : and by the uéoor we must under-
stand the moderately well-to-do classes in the state intermediate between the
very rich and the very poor. Another ‘‘left centre” tenet attributed to Thera-
menes is that the well - wishers of a constitution must be stronger than its
opponents if the constitution is to stand, op. ci?. p. 491 and note; see also
Xen, Hell 11. iii. 19, 20, 42, 44, compared with Aristot. Pol. 7(5)9, 1309 &. 16
seg. ; 8(6)6 1320 8. 25 seg. The above seems a fair conclusion to draw from
the tone of the first two books of the Hellenica.

# See Eur. /o, 601, and with the boy's speech, cf. Xen. Mem, IIL. vii. 5

and Cyrop. L ii. 3.
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a man of his disposition. There were the events of 411 B.C.
The government of the Five Thousand might perhaps have
satisfied him, could it have lasted.! In that best of modern
constitutions, in which oligarchy and democracy were duly
attempered, and the reins of power lay in the hands of those
who could furnish themselves with arms, Xenophon might
have hoped at the age of thirty to find a sphere of use-
fulness. But the limited democracy did not last for more

" than one year. Again in the spring of 404 B.c. could the

young philosopher have stopped the wheels of time, just
when the Thirty commissioners were chosen to draft a con-
stitution based on the ancestral laws of the state; could he
have forced them to carry out the duty imposed on them,
we can readily imagine the type of polity which he would
have had established. As a matter of fact the commissioners
had no intention of setting up a Neo-Solonian democracy, nor
yet an aristocracy; they were bent upon the methods of
tyranny. Yet even so their first high-handed measures against
‘sycophants’ might perhaps be winked at, but the intro-
duction of a Laconian bodyguard under a creature like
Callibius was past forgiveness. Xenophon would have been
no true pupil of Socrates if his horror of sycophancy and the
make-believe of statecraft had not been counterbalanced by
an instinctive repugnance to tyranny and lawlessness. Some
of these commissioners might have possessed the rudi-
ments at least of political sagacity—they were not simply
empirics ; but unless they added to these elements the right
moral diathesis which distinguishes the true ruler, they had
not the émwrijun of government, their technical knowledge
was in vain. Critias might be the fit subject of a moral
treatise : corruptio optims, but he was no true governor.
Where then was stable government to be found? Not in
democratic Athens, where the voter was ignorant and govern-
ment depended on the lottery of the bean. Was it perchance
to be found in Sparta? or was Xenophon rather indulging a
philosophic dream of a new Athens, a novel association of
states in a renovated Hellas, in which the naturally cohesive
force of virtue should as by some elective affinity bind to-
1 See Thuc, vii. 97.



Ixxxiv SKETCH OF THE

gether the souls of the éfife; where there should be an ideal
combination of all the kalokdyafoi in the state, or in society
at large, to help each other, and in generous rivalry to dominate
and regenerate the world? Was not that the meaning of what
Socrates had been saying to Critobulus about friendship ?!
Thus he ruminated.

But how was his own ¢iloripla to express itself? One
may easily make a grave blunder in answering such a question
touching a man in whom the artist ever predominated over the
citizen. If we may judge from hints scattered up and down
his writings, or from the analogy of other young Athenians at
the time (one thinks of Proxenus as described by Xenophon
himself, of Mantitheus in the speech of Lysias, of Alcibiades
as depicted in the A/esb. major of Plato); or lastly, from the
next chapter of his own life, as narrated in the Anabasis, he
took a supreme interest in the problem of dpx+.2 If he could
not rule in his own person he would like to divine the secret of
rule, and to discover the “archic” man. His moralising habit
of mind, moreover, led him to divide the world into good
and bad, or to accept with readiness the old political party
catchwords® For some reason the popular party at Thebes,
whose scheme was to absorb the other Boeotian states, appears
to him in an evil lightt Even after the restoration and in
spite of the good turn they did to the exiles, he cannot get
over his natural antipathy to this border state; and amid
the home troubles he could not help being driven to certain
generalisations. In these lie the germs of the political philo-
sophy of the mature man.*

These speculations, which had occupied his mind for half
a dozen years, were rudely interrupted by the anarchy of
the Thirty. Presently we are in the turmoil of civil war.
What, if he was at Athens, was the occupation of Xenophon

1 See Mem. 11. vi. 2 See Index ‘‘ Xenophon."

3 Theognis, 31-38 ; cf. Mem. L. ii. 20; Plato, Meno, 95D ; Aristot. Etk.
ix. 9; and see Mr. Symonds’ remarks on the meaning of ¢sfhol and dyafof,
xaxol and dechol (Greek Poets, i. p. 89g).

4 As seen in his reflections on the Laconian or Lycurgean institutions or
the ideal oligarchy; the despotic man; the archic man. These form the
theses of three existing works. The work on the Solonian institutions—
which he might have written—was never achieved. Perhaps this was a
matter too close home,
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then? We should like very much to know whether he was
employed in the cavalry or otherwise, and how he comported
himself. His sympathies as a historian seem to be with
Thrasybulus. But on the whole we are most struck by the
healthy impartiality of the narrative, the chief defect of which
is that it omits to tell us all we should like to know. The
author seems to draw a long breath of relief at the end of
Bk. II. ch. iv,, “The Amnesty.” In his own writings there is
a gap between the second and third books of the Hellenica,
commonly so called, which is only partially covered by the
incidents of the Anabasis.

We are led to ask ourselves, what happened to Xenophon
in this interval —between the summer of 403 B.c. and the
spring of 401 B.Cc. At that latter date we know that he had
taken a momentous resolution, and had started on an adven-
turous quest with his old friend Proxenus, and his country’s
ancient enemy, the younger Cyrus. In taking this step he
was not free from misgivings, if only because he acted against
the better judgment of the friend whom he most trusted.
What put him to it? In the absence of real information we
are once more thrown back upon conjecture. The explanation,
if we can divine it, lies in the character and ambition of the
man. Many things perhaps combined at this date to make the
invitation of Proxenus attractive: the promptings of his physical
temperament, his belief in energising, his political bias and
curiosity (since Cyrus was reported to be an “archic” man),
his somewhat vague but at the same time noble yearnings
after reputation—these on the positive side; and on the
negative, a sense perhaps of limitation at home, unless he were
to strike out a new line of his own. He was not, we suspect,
enough of a student to sit down quietly and work out his
literary salvation in the closet (as did his contemporary
Isocrates). He was not so essentially a soldier that he would
have accepted the career of an Iphicrates or a Timotheus had
such a chance come in his way. Perhaps he reasoned with
himself that just now he had a right to indulge his natural
appetite for adventure. It was an appropriate moment at
which ““to cross over to Asia and meddle with Asiatic affairs,”!

1 See Plato, 4%is. 1. 105.
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since at this juncture the interests of Sparta and the new
democracy were one ; and if the voice of conscience whispered,
“But Cyrus is the arch-enemy of your state,” he might have
said to himself, “It is an old story now,” dAAd 7& pév mpore
Tix0far. But it was the touch of knight-errantry in his com-
position, probably, which, combining with friendship for a
friend, enabled him to connive at the antecedents of Cyrus.!

MANHOOD, 401-387 B.C.; THE ‘‘ ANABASIS,” ETC., 401-399 B.C.; UN-
CERTAIN MOVEMENTS IN ASIA WITH AGESILAUS, 399-394 B.C. ; AT
SPARTA, 394-387 B.C.

THus he took the resolution, and with lightness of heart, if
in humbleness of soul, set sail. He was under the protection
of Zeus the Saviour and of Heracles the Leader; what then
need he fear? Perhaps in secret he nursed an Achillean hope,
“But my fame shall be imperishable,” as with an attendant
soothsayer he started from Ephesus to join his friends at Sardis,

1 The thought suggests itself that he may really have served as a knight
under the Thirty, Doubtless there had been many ‘‘left centre’” democrats so
employed, but as a body that class of citizens was not in good odour. No
mischief befell them except that some of them had to forfeit their allowances
(xardorases), and when the opportunity arrived the more conspicuous instru-
ments of the Thirty were sent off on foreign service under the Spartan harmost
Thibron in 399 ; somewhat, as it would seem, iz malam rem. However
neutral the part which Xenophon, on this hypothesis, had played, his political
career at Athens would have commenced (he may have felt) under difficulties
in spite of the amnesty, which from himself we know was, for the matter of
that, religiously observed. But this is pure speculation. There is another
point. Either now or possibly on his return to Europe in 399 B.C., he seems
to have had an interview (at Megara) with another enemy of the democracy,
the Spartan Lysander. So I gather from the expressions put into the mouth
of Socrates in the Economist (Oec. iv. 20), which must surely refer to some
personal experience of the author. If this interview took place and now,
Lysander naturally had fine stories to tell about Cyrus. According to another
hypothesis, Thucydides perhaps died in 403 B.C., and Xenophon had for the
last year or so been busily employed in editing his great predecessor’s works,
and supplementing them by his own Paraleipomena (Hellenica, Bks. 1. and
IL iii. 10). At the end of that literary labour he was in need of a holiday. If
so, a shooting excursion in Pisidia in the company of Proxenus and this fine
fellow Cyrus was just the thing for him. His warmth in the matter is shown
by the manner in which he consulted the god (see below, p. 146) ; his too late
repentance (seeing that the thoughtless step led to exile) by the remark, possibly,
in Memorad, 1. i. 4. But this again is pure hypothesis.
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and at the outset the god vouchsafed him a sign. An eagle

sat perched on the wayfarer’s right hand, portending glory not
without alloy of suffering, but untainted by any huckstering
gain of money. The full import of the omen, as in the case
of another later revelation, was only made plain by the events

‘which followed ; yet it served, maybe, to fix his purpose and to

stimulate his ardour. Little he recked of evils to come, as the
blood coursed healthily through his veins and regally the sun-
god smiled upon his going. Blitheness indeed and buoyancy
in spite of some occasional passing cloud of despondency, are
the distinctive characteristics of the Anabasis, that prose epic
of historic Greece, into which the author has with much skill
interwoven a chapter of his life. Still to-day, as we read the
story, an unaccustomed spirit lifts us above the ground with
cheerful thoughts. Here too, on the side of action, Xenophon
appears at his best. Here he is most truly Greek, nor does he
stand alone ; “EAAqres det maides would be a fitting motto to
the work, in compliment to the adventurous warriors who rise
above their baser selves in adversity, and claim kinship with
the heroes of the /Ziad. There are at the same time certain
traits of disposition which serve in some degree to distinguish
the protagonist. The vein of religiousness which pervades the
story is of this idiosyncratic sort. This f6os feocefés (as the
ancient critics would have called it) is strong enough at times
to tinge the narrative with an inner parabolic meaning. The
romantic march becomes an allegory of a soul’s adventure, in
which the mighty ones of earth are cast down and the little
one is exalted : in which effeminacy, treachery, and arrogance
may work mischievously for a season, but in the end are
brought to nought; while the faithful God-fearing man who
helps himself and patiently endures will win in the end
salvation. Xenophon’s own habit was, he tells us, to turn, as
Socrates had taught him to do, in matters beyond the ken of
man’s wit to decide, for help to heaven. Illustrations of this
behaviour on his part are plentiful. His relations indeed to
the heavenly powers resemble those of Hermogenes in the
Symposium or of Socrates himself! He is so dear to the gods
that they will not leave him without a sign, when a sign is
1 See Symp. iv. 47 foll.; Mem. 1V. iii. 12 foll.
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needed. Eithér in dreams! or sacrifices, by birds, or voices,
or by something encountered on the path, they graciously
make known their will to him. A modern man may smile at
the machinery of divination; but, as bearing witness to an
inner need of our common humanity, he will welcome the
childlike trustfulness and reverence of the pious Athenian
captain.

Another trait of this period may be spoken of as the
awakening of dormant ambition in the breast of one who was
too diffident to snatch at honour, but on whom honour was
thrust. We can follow the growth of this sentiment from the
moment when it became apparent that the raid into Pisidia
was a pretext, since Cyrus was flying at lordlier game than
certain irrepressible hill tribes.

Perhaps at Issi or at Myriandus Xenophon might have
withdrawn, as he was free to do. But like Proxenus,? if in
a less degree, he felt under an obligation to his host; he
had laid his hand to the plough, and it was base to turn back.
Curiosity in itself was a further incentive, as the military
aspect of the expedition grew in fascination. How far was
this boasted Persian empire open to attack?® Lastly, there
was doubtless a personal side to the matter. It was but natural
to forecast events. Cyrus in his free-handed way had promised
crowns and satrapies to his Greek officers.# He, Xenophon,
though unofficially attached, would certainly not be forgotten.
He would return home with enlarged experience, and the
wherewithal to benefit a friend. The death of Cyrus dispelled
these fancies. But others of a more permanent character took
their place. Between the battle of Sept. 3 and the passage

1 One of these signs has already been mentioned, nor need I forestall the
reader’s pleasure in picking them out for himself. They are of real psycho-
logical interest. In particular, the dreams—that on the night of the seizure of
the generals, or that other (a $xvos diaBarikds) at the passage of the Centrites—
help us to follow the workings of his mind. They remind one of St. Paul's
vision of the man of Macedonia (Alexander the Great?), dreamt in the vicinity
of *‘sacred Ilion,” and were in a spiritual sense ** veridical.” See for this, and
for other traits of character—e.g. his strategical skill ; his combined tact and
eloquence ; his philanthropy exhibited towards barbarians no less than the
Cyreians ; the awakening of his personal ambition ; his colonisation schemes ;
his respect for law and authority, his uewvefis—Index ‘* Xenophon."’

3 See pp. 127, 147. 3 See p. 97. 4 See p. 102,
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of the Tigris (Oct. 5), a month of: suspense intervened. The
brains of the young scholar or philosopher were working.the
while. He was duly taking note of the surroundings.! The
germ of a colonisation scheme,® which was never realised indeed
but never laid aside, belongs to this interval. So, doubtless,
does the germ of that lordlier undertaking, which in the ful-
ness of time was amply realised—the conquest and absorption
by Hellas of the Persian empire.3

The murder of the generals on the fatal 22d of October
transformed the theorist into the man of action. In the
visions of that night a new spirit bred of sharp necessity and
true courage entered him. A voice summoned him to the
leadership in a forlorn hope. In obeying the call he found
himself not in name only, but after a brief apprenticeship, in
very deed, what he had aspired to be, a ruler of men. The
story of his generalship is told with ample detail in the four
last books of the Anaéasis, and need not be repeated here.
I confine myself to general observations.4

1 We shall find traces of this in his latest works. See Cyrop. passim.
His notes are those of an intelligent traveller, observant of men and
manners and scenery, with a taste for sport. But he has further the keen
critical eye of the war correspondent or military attaché, See pp. 97, 126,
etc. "In the Cyropaedia we  traverse the same ground and fight the old
battles over again.

2 For the gradual working out of this project, see p. 158 note 1, and
p. 258 foll. He cherished it all his life as we suspect. At Calpe it seemed
on the point of realisation, but at a sudden turn of affairs (the advent of a
Spartan admiral) the dream melted into thin air., The rock fortress which
was to have become an independent little state with great powers of expansion
and the happiest future before it, had to be deserted, Its abandonment was
evidently a blow to Xenophon's ambition, but it is not his habit to repine,
Self-effacement of a sort is easy to him.

3 We discover both, in the reflection how easy it would be to plant them-
selves as a military colony in the heart of Babylonia, p. 157. In its immediate
conception strategical, this project presented a philanthropic side, Such a
colony, wherever planted, would serve to draw off a portion of the surplus
population from his native city and to diminish pauperism (see Vect. i. 1).
To be the (oecist or) founder of such’ a settlement would have satisfied the
personal ambition of Xenophon. But there was no chance of gratifying it at
present in the basin of the Tigris.

4 The reader who wishes rapidly to piece together the leading personal
details can do so by turning to the Index and reading what is there given under
the name of ‘‘ Xenophon,” The authenticity of the story is another matter,
There is, I believe, no just ground for doubting it. The part which Xenophon
assigns himself is somewhat idealised ; but these were the facts, This indeed
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The path of leadership is glorious but beset with peril.
According to Xenophon’s mature reflection, it can only be
trodden with absolute success by the real prince;! and the
qualities requisite are not to be found in ordinary mortals.
That he was able himself to play the part with credit for a
season must be ascribed at once to his native Attic ability and
to his Socratic training. To Athens he owed that happy
combination of eloquence and confidence with soldier-like
resource and bravery,? which his countrymen regarded as the
natural outcome of their democratic institutions. To Socrates
may be traced those ruling qualities of sympathy and human-
heartedness, and that readiness to take the lion’s share of
fatigue and danger, which won him the obedience and affection
of the soldiers. This volunteer was no pretentious charlatan,
else they would soon have exploded him. Nor was he a mere
rule-of-thumb tactician and drill-sergeant, or it would have
fared but ill with him and them. He had, it was soon seen,
a real gift of inventiveness and a sound economic sense.® An
instinct told him how best to adapt the means at his disposal
to a given end; and that too in the face of ancient methods.

is the charm, or one charm, of the Anadasis. It contains, as I have elsewhere
suggested, not only a graphic account of a notable episode of Greek history,
but it constitutes a chapter of autobiography in which the personal element
subserves to the general dramatic interest of the narrative. Without being
unfaithful to Clio, the muse of history, the author uses his tablet and stylus in
the service of her sister Calliope. And of his own prose epic he is the central
figure, So he behaved. Such was the real meaning, the true interpretation,
of his intent and conduct. From another point of view, the interest of the
Anabasis centres in its military problems. It might have served, like the
Commentaires of Blaise de Montluc, as a *‘ soldier’s breviary " or vade mecum.
It was not the Anadasis, however, but the Cyropaedia, a work based to a
great extent on the Anabasis, which Africanus carried about with him. See Cic.
Tusc. 11, xxvi, 62. *‘ Semper Africanus Socraticum Xenophontem in manibus
habebat, cujus imprimis laudabat illud (Cyr. I. vi. 25), quod diceret, eosdem
labores non esse aeque graves imperatori et militi, quod ipse honos laborem
leviorem faceret imperatorium.”” Cf. Ep. ad. Q. Fratr, 1., 1. viii. 23. *‘Quos
quidem libros non sine causa noster ille Africanus de manibus ponere non
solebat : nullum est enim praetermissum in his officium diligentis et moderati
imperii."”

1 «The Archic Man.” See Cyrop. 1. i. and vi. gassim,; Hipparch.,; also
Mem. 1IV. ii. 11.

2 The words are Grote's, A. G. ix. p. 117, 15t ed. See also Curtius,
H. G. (Eng. tr.), iv. 130.

8 unxavixds. olkovomkéds. See Mem, 111, i. 6; IV, ii. 11.
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Whatever his prior military experience may have been, he had
studied in no narrow-minded spirit. He was all the more apt
to learn the handling of troops in the school of experience.
If, for instance, the ground which they were forced to traverse
were not suitable to the evolutions in vogue, it seemed a
matter of sound sense, no less than of generalship, to suit their
tactics to their novel circumstances. Opportunities for such
modifications of method in march and battle daily presented
themselves. The experience so gained was of permanent
value. If] therefore, it is to the credit of the Ten Thousand
collectively that they were able to face blithely a long series
of ever-shifting difficulties, it is equally to the honour of Xeno-
phon and his colleagues that the strain was not greater. To
him and them attaches the glory of the pioneer. They are
reformers in the art of warfare. How far Xenophon can be
fairly regarded as the monopolist of these reforms is not an
easy question. It is he, however, who has explained them to
us, and they savour of his inventiveness.!

But apart from these traits of originality, self-devotion, and
alertness—characteristic in themselves of the arcAic man, there
is no doubt that Xenophon possessed what he himself would
have regarded as the sine gua non of success in leadership.?
This special qualification of the Hellenic happy warrior he had
in his pious disposition. His, as I have already said, was a
quite child-like faith and a trust in divine providence. This
attitude of mind did not render him superstitious or inactive.

1 They carry the hall-mark, as one may say, of his particular genius, bear-
ing a strong family likeness to the literary innovations which his written works
exemplify., As to the tactical reforms in question, they were discussed at the
council of war by all the generals, etc., and the whole board must have the
credit of their adoption, But it is almost certain that the prime mover was
not unfrequently the Athenian. This seems to have been the opinion of the
ancients, though there is no direct contemporary evidence in proof. It is also
the opinion of important modern authorities. What seems quite certain is,
that the modifications in the handling of heavy and light infantry and cavalry,
and the combined evolutions of these troops, which were presently adopted
in Greek warfare, ¢.g. in some of Agesilaus's battles (in Asia and at Coronea),
were primarily due to the experiences of the Ten Thousand. See Riistow
and Kochly, Gesch. d. Griech. Kriegswesens, p. 158 (note 19), and the refer-
ences to Xenophon and other authorities there given, Azab. V. iv. 22, p. 222 ;
Ages. ii. 9-14; Hell. IV. iii. 15; Plut. Ages, 18 ; Diod. xiv. 84 ; Polyaen.
ii. 1, 4; 6, 19; Frontin, ii. 6, 222, 2 See Cyrop. 1. vi, 46.
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It did not leave him open to the chicaneries of every lying
soothsayer.! On the contrary it gave him confidence in the
practical affairs of life and a sense of security in dark places.?
It enabled him also to acquiesce in the many personal disap-
pointments which at this period awaited him. It saved him from
the torture to which certain sympathetic natures are liable, the
consciousness of talents wasted in fond subservience to the will
of others. But the disappointments were very real. It is a proof
indeed of his literary skill that he can present them so vividly
without wearying his readers by the enumeration of them.
These were, to put it briefly, the offences which must needs
come to a man like Xenophon so exceptionally circumstanced.
Some may be traceable to a certain weakness in his nature,
since, as above suggested, he was (to use an epithet of his own)
to some extent dipsychic and the cherisher of incompatible
desires.? The larger portion of them, however, were the out-
come of what was most honourable to him, his insatiable
striving after honour.* The rest spring out of the inevitable
misunderstandings of the situation. It must be, in so motley

1 See Cyrop. 1. vi. 2, and see p. 233 for a practical illustration,

2 So at any rate he seems to feel ; and one may well believe. It did not
of course instruct him ethically. It did not precisely quicken his social or his
political conscience. How should it? By which I am far from implying that
these stood in any special need of quickening. His feelings towards slaves
and ‘‘ barbarians’ are markedly philanthropic. His anti-Theban bias is the
common narrow-mindedness of active political partisanship. It, like the rest
of his political shortcoming, is compatible with an exalted pan-Hellenic patriot-
ism, resembling that of Lysias and Isocrates.

8 Incompatible desires.—E.g. he wishes to return home,- but he will not
abandon the army—or go against the will of the God—or he does not find it
easy to break with the Spartan governors. His proper respect for vested
authority looks at times like subservience; or is his vacillation owing to a
growing sense of insecurity at home? (See below.)

Pu\oriula : his chief ambition is to rule and to obey. 7ol dpxew Te Kxal
&pxecha : to do or share in some famous deed. The successful conduct of
the advance—and still more so, of the retreat—ought surely to redound to
their credit and his. ‘That is his hope. To found a colony is a scheme which
appeals to his sense of economy. It is a practical thing to do. It leads to
honour. To possess a sea-board fortress is a more simply self-regarding
scheme. By the end of the year 400 B.C. he has come to regard himself as a
possible rolling stone. He is in the category of the mercenary captains, or
may be, This idea seems to have occupied his mind only during the last
winter, when his hopes of fame were beginning to dwindle and his appre-
hension of certain Spartans and of Pharnabazus had grown large.

4 See Cyrop. passim,; Hiero, vii. 3.
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a host and with so many rival captains, some generous and
others the reverse, in eager competition, that offences against
an Athenian private gentleman without followers to back him
should come ; so soon at least as the immediate difficulties
were past and there was time to attend to private advantages.
This did not make them the less bitter. With Xenophon at
least we shall agree that the elemental forces of nature were
not so hard to battle with as those various moral evils which
beset the army from Trapezus onwards. As to himself per-
sonally we can well understand that the tooth of an Armenian
or Scythian winter did not bite like a fellow-man’s ingratitude.
But underlying the last books of the Anadasis is the sense of
something more than disappointment. I think we must call
it a sense of disillusionment.! It is not spoken of tediously
with many words ; but here and there a phrase well suited to
its context, like the echo of a sigh, pathetically reveals it.
“Somewhere,” he says, as he parts with the Thracian princeling
Seuthes, to whom he has restored a kingdom and without reward,
“somewhere I may ris¢“honour ; and that shall redound to
your gain also.”? Let us consider this matter. I have already
spoken of the colonisation scheme. The abandonment of it
was on each occasion doubtless a blow to his hopes.2 “For
myself I have done with that dream,” betrays the feeling of a
sacrifice. But to turn the troops to so good an account—to
become famous as the oecés? of a new and thriving settlement—
was not his sole personal ambition, nor its abandonment his
only act of selfsacrifice. It was only part and parcel of the
more general ambition which he cherished. He cared much
for the good name and fame of his fellow-soldiers.# For him-
self, he hoped that some echo of his success as a commander
might be borne on the wings of fame to Hellas: that, to use
his own phrase, he might one day reach his native city® and
find his name writ large.® At a certain date in the month of

1 This is intelligible enough when we bear in mind that the work itself,
or, at any rate, a portion of it, could not have been finally composed until
long after the years (401-399 B.C.) in which the incidents took place,

2 See page 314. 3 Page 234.
4 Page 240. ‘‘ The praises we expect to win from the mouths of men,’
5 Page 248.

6 The desire to return home is first expressed in the speech at Cotyora,
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May (400 B.C.), whilst the army lay at Harmene, the port of
Sinope,! and the proximity to their goal brought self-regarding
feelings to the surface, it looked for one moment as if
Xenophon were about to reap the first-fruits of a well-earned
reputation. After a public meeting of the soldiers, the sole
generalship was formally offered to him. But this honour,
gratifying to his personal vanity, had, in obedience to the will
of heaven, to be foregone. Firmly, and without repining, he
put it aside. Yet he makes no secret of a certain perturbation.
However plain the duty—however salutary the consequences—
of self-effacement in the future, for the moment his hopes were
disappointed. There were other disappointments of a similar
sort in- store for him—before Byzantium—at Selybria, and
again during his service under Seuthes. On every occasion the
higher—at least the more reasonable—nature of the man wins
an easy battle over some subordinate inclination. Zeus is ever
his saviour ; Heracles is his guide.

It must, however, be admitted that these triumphs are
somewhat at the expense of self-assertiveness. I do not mean
that Xenophon ever ceased to be a man of action. If he
sometimes let-* I dare not ” wait upon “1 will,” the hero within
him reasserted itself. It was never swallowed up by the philo-
sopher. But at times that nearly happened. What between
his sense of fairness on the one hand, and his infinite regard
for law on the other, his will was kept in abeyance. "This man
has none of the self-aggrandising dash of Alcibiades. For
vested authority he has an infinite respect. It is astonishing
how readily he accepts the hegemony of Sparta at this period,
as if it belonged to the eternal order of the universe. It is
thus that, externally at any rate (though with his inner being it
is quite otherwise), his life becomes as it were the plaything

and sport of fortune. Thus we find this great Athenian cap-

tain playing the ignoble part of tennis-ball to rival Spartan
harmosts. When he has a chance to return home his desire
to keep the army together, in compliance with the schemes of
June 400, in which he abandons the colonisation scheme (p. 234). It is re-
peated at Heraclea in July ; but the design is vetoed by Heracles (the Leader)
(p. 253). Again, in August, at Chrysopolis ; and at Byzantium, August to
October (pp. 274, 275-279). Again, in February of tffe next year, 399 B.C,,
on leaving Seuthes (p. 314). 1 Page 249.
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Anaxibius, leads him to prolong his stay. The counter views
of Aristarchus drive him to undertake the Thracian campaign
with Seuthes ; and the end of it all is that the escape from one
Spartan, Aristarchus, throws him into the arms of another,
Thibron. :

During these last months (the winter campaign in Thrace)
Xenophon has an uneasy suspicion that one day he may need
a private fortress (like Alcibiades before him) as a harbour of
refuge from political storms.! But Bisanthe, Ganos and Neon
Teichos, like the city that might have been of Calpe, prove
but cloud-castles. Owing to the weakness of Seuthes the
Thracian prince, and the machinations of a false Hellene
(Heracleides), the Asiatic campaign is less remunerative to
Xenophon than the Cyreian expedition. Chiefly through his
disinterestedness he finds himself all but beggared, when, for
the last time postponing his departure homewards, he consents
to hand over the Cyreians in person to their new paymaster
Thibron in Asia. The old family soothsayer Eucleides? is
clever in his diagnosis. This man is an obstacle to himself.
Zeus Meilichios is a further obstacle. As far as the god is con-
cerned there is a speedy cure ; but I need not repeat the story
already referred to. We leave Xenophon at the end of the
Anabasis enriched as he little expected to be. He is not only
in the lap of luxury, but he is in the midst of friends. He is
at home with the family of Gongylus the Eretrian, his sons and
their mother Hellas. He is popular with the army, men and
officers. His old friends the Cyreians vie with his new Laconian
friends in honouring him. Zeus Meilichios is well appeased.
But do we leave him freed from the self-hindrance of his own
compliant nature ? I think not. On the contrary, this same self-
hindrance would seem to have been the very principle of his
spiritual development. A worse thing than the lack of means
was about to happen to him—the loss of his country. The
causes of that catastrophe are still a matter of speculation. If -
it were possible to divine them, they would be found, I think,
to exemplify the diagnosis of Eucleides, “ You are an obstacle
to yourself.” But of this matter enough.

1 See p. 286, in case of difficulty with Lacedaemon in the first instance ;
also pp. 298, 307, 313. 3 Page 313. ’
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In the spring of 399 B.c. Xenophon, if not himself alto-
gether a different person, is differently conditioned from
the youth who in this same month of March just two
years ago set out from Athens to join Proxenus and Cyrus.
Both these friends and many others were dead. Socrates
was at the point of death! In what direction should he
turn now, this man with his Achillean aspirations and his
Odyssean cautiousness; his almost Socratic independence
in things of the soul, his sophistic scrupulosity, or should
it be said, his Attic dyywola in practical affairs? In a
material sense he was more free to move, but politically he
was more isolated. If he had now at last something in his
pocket wherewith to benefit a friend, was he likely to find his
name written large in the hearts of his own countrymen?
would he even be welcomed as a virtuous citizen at home?
There the tide of conservative reaction was setting in apace.
The most deserving section of the party—the saviours of the
Democracy — were naturally well -disposed to Thebes; the
citizens in general resented the leadership of Sparta. Was
the Democracy for ever to play a secondary part? Was not
empire the birthright of Athenians? On the whole, and how-
ever great his natural inclination to return home? this was
scarcely an opportune moment for a citizen of his antecedents
to think of establishing himself at Athens. It is Xenophon
himself who bears witness to the generous and reasonable
behaviour of the restored Democracy.® It is he who has

1 Socrates drank the hemlock in May. It is not probable that Xenophon
ever saw him again. When and where he heard the account of his trial and
condemnation, we cannot tell. Perhaps with other considerations it com-
bined to determine his movements now.

2 See the last two books of the Anabdasis, passim (pp. 234, 253, 274,
275, 279, 314). Grote thinks that he did return for a short while, during
which time he brought out his Paraleipomena and then returned to Asia,
rejoining the remnant of the Cyreians under the Spartan harmost Thibron or
his successor Dercylidas. Others have thought that he did not return at all,
or that he got no farther on the homeward journey than Megara, where he
would have heard from the Socratics what fate had befallen their friend. There
is something plausible in this last view of his movements, He probably had
his papers to put in order; and possibly a book to publish. If so, was it
now that he interviewed Lysander? See above.

3 See p. 75 of this volume. As Grote points out, the verse of Aeschylus
Tpaxys ye pévrow dfjuos éxprydw raxd especially did not apply to the restored
Democracy. See A, G. viii. p. 415 (2d ed.)
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recorded a significant incident, which serves to illustrate the
spirit of the times. Among the troops of Thibron, he tells
us, was a contingent of cavalry sent out by Athens, as her
quota, in obedience to the ruling power. It consisted of those
knights who had been of special service to the Thirty. In
thus obeying the mandate of Sparta the home authorities
were probably stirred by two desires. They wished, on the
one hand, to deal justly by people of opposite politics, and,
on the other, to be rid of political firebrands. In the language
of the historian, they believed it would be a gain to the Demo-
cracy for these people to see some foreign service, and if it
cost them their lives it was no great loss.! The feeling of the
authorities towards these knights was a straw to show which way
the wind blew, and if Xenophon had contemplated returning
home in hopes to find his name writ large, perhaps the
talk of these men and the story of Socrates’ fate served to
disenchant him. The latter tragic incident, whenever and
wherever the news reached him, must have come as a great
shock to him. He does not talk about it. Neither in the
Memorabilia nor elsewhere does he speak angrily of the
accusers, still less so of the Athenian public,? least of all does
he allow any note of personal resentment to obtrude upon the
solemn sadness of an irretrievable loss.

Whether he returned to Europe or not during the spring
or summer of this year, it seems certain that he was back
in Asia before its close. The internal evidence derived
from certain books of the Hellenica (I11. and IV.)3 appears
conclusive on that point. In some way, officially or non-

1 0l & tweuyar TGv éml TGy Tpidrovra lxrwevadvTwy voulfortes képdos TQ
Sju, el drodnuoiey xal évawdbhowro, What actually became of them we do
not know.

2 As he reflected on this matter later in life he was able to form a perfectly
considerate judgment, It was in a fit of jealousy (pardonable in frail
humanity) that the Athenian public had acted. Démos, as a bon pére de
Jamille, had turned against the philosophic tutor who had stolen the affections
of his darling son. This is the apologue of the allusive passage in the
Cyropaedia (I11. i. 38-40). The bons péres de famille are represented by the
Armenian. His son Tigranes is the youth of Athens, whom the philosopher
had ‘‘ corrupted.” Cyrus is the outer world interested to discover the real
explanation of so sad a story.

8 As the minuteness of detail implying the personal knowledge of an eye-
witness seems to show,

g
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officially, he was connected with the Spartan harmosts in Asia
off and on for five years (399-394 B.c.)—if not with Thibron
himself, to whom he had surrendered the six thousand Cyreians,
at any rate with Dercylidas first,! and later with Agesilaus.
With this latter,? in the year 394 B.C.,, he certainly did return
to Europe, and was present consequently, whether he fought or
not, at the battle of Coronea.

This was a momentous period in Xenophon’s life. Within
its scope fall to be considered not only his marriage and the
birth of his sons, but his exile and that which in connexion
with his exile closely affected his whole after-life—a new friend-
ship with the Spartan king Agesilaus.

To speak of these in some order. The date of his
marriage can be approximately fixed® as falling in the year
399 B.C. or soon after. Who his wife was, we do not know.
One may suspect that he found her in the Aeolid, perhapsin
the pleasant home of Hellas, the wife of Gongylus, or of some
other of his Pergamene friends; but this is mere guesswork.
She may have been a foreigner, or she may have been an
Athenian, a native of the Aeolid, or one of those women who
had shared in the campaign. There is no saying. That she
became the mother of two noble sons named Gryllus and
Diodorus, we know; and that her own name was Philesia.
Possibly the boys were twins, as their Spartan sobriquet Z%e
Dioscurs suggests. They were popularly named ‘“the great
twin brethren,” and became famous. As to Philesia herself,
their mother, she is, we suspect, the prototype of some one or
other of those delightful women worthy of Zeuxis and Euri-
pides, whom Xenophon has depicted.* Perhaps it was of her

1 See Hell, 111 i, 20 ; ii. 28,

3 See Anab. V. iii. 7 (p. 218 below) ; Hell, IV. iii. 15; Plut. Ages. 18.

3 1 speak here of his marriage with Philesia, the mother of his two sons
Gryllus and Diodorus. It is possible that she was his second wife. And if
we could accept it as authentic, the pretty story repeated by Cicero (de /nvent.
i. 31) on the authority of Aeschines, the Socratic (cf. Quintil V. ii. 27), of a
dialogue between Aspasia, Xenophon, and Xenophon's wife, would imply
that he had been married before he left Athens in 401 B.C. ; indeed so many
years before that we should be driven to 440 B.C. (¢circa) as the date of his
birth. But the conversation is doubtless imaginary. So, too, is the Soteira
of one of the epistles, commonly held to be spurious. Stob. Floril 3, 29.

4 And Heywood, the Elizabethan, reproduced, See below, p. cxxviii.
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he thought when he drew the portrait of the wife of Tigranes,
“who went soldiering with her own man,” in the Cyropaedia.
As might be expected, we get no hint from Xenophon him-
self in these matters; nor does he once have occasion to
name his wife. Such silence is only natural and common.
It is, of course, quite compatible with the existence of those
happy relations which, from the pen of Xenophon himself, best
of all Greek writers, we know to have subsisted between
husband and wife in ancient Greece.!

If, as seems probable, Xenophon and Philesia were married
in 399 B.C, we may perhaps be warranted in assuming
that their two sons were born to them within the next two
years—possibly both in 398 B.c. or 397 B.C.; or, if not twins,
within a year of each other, the elder in 398-397 B.C. and the
younger in 397-396 B.C. ; so that at the date when their father
left Asia with Agesilaus on the perilous expedition of 394 B.C,,
the two children would still be at their mother’s apron-string.
Perhaps for a couple of years the family life was so far broken
up that the mother and children remained at home in Asia,
whilst the father followed the fortune of his friend the king of
Sparta in Europe. But in 392 B.C. it recommenced, and as
fortune willed it, was happily continued for many years ; first
in Sparta itself and afterwards at Scillus.?

In this summary application of the almanac to the private
life of our author, we may seem to have too long neglected
the stormier question of his public bearing and his banishment.
To this we come. .

If we do not know the precise date of Xenaphon’s marriage,
still less do we know the date of his banishment; and if we
are ignorant as to the date, still more are we ignorant as

1 See, in particular, the relations of Ischomachus and his wife in the
Economist; the Cyropaedia, passim,; and for Xenophon's views as to Texvo-
xoula and the education of children, see in addition to the above-named works
Lac. Pol, 1 ; Mem. 1. iv. 7.

2 The evidence for the date of Xenophon's marriage and the birth of his
sons is as follows :—(x) We know on the best authority (from Anab. VIL vi.
34, p. 305) that he was not married, or at any rate had no children, in
February 399 B.C. (2) We further know, on the authority of Plutarch in his
life of Agesilaus, that, at some interval between 394 and 381 B.C. (see Hell, IV.
iv. 19), when Xenophon was with Agesilaus in Sparta, his sons were (not only
born, but) of an age to be initiated into the public training according to the
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to the cause and circumstances of that occurrence. The
ancients themselves! attributed it in some way or other to
institution of Lycurgus : which dydyy the Spartan lads commenced at the age
of seven., Phitarch’s words are: ** He (Agesilans) kept with him Xenophon
the philosopher, and made much of him, and proposed to him Zo send for kis
children and educate them at Sparta, where they would be tanght the best of
all leamning ; bow to obey and how to command* (Clough, 4, 24). This
Xenophon appears to have done. It will fulfil the conditions best if we
suppose that Xenophion on leaving Asia in 394 B.C. had left his wife and
children there (at Ephesus or elsewhere). Or, to state the matter chrono-
logically : Sapposing that his marriage took.place in 399 B.C., and that the
children were born both in 398-397 B.C. (or at an interval of a year); in
392 B.C. they (or the elder of them) would be about six years of age, and
almost ripe for the Spartan public schooling, which commenced at the age
of seven, See Plut. Ages. xx. Zevopiwra 5 10 copdy Exww pel éavrob
['Aynothaos] owovdaibperos éxéheve Tods waidas é» Aaxe o Tpépery
perawepyduevoy, os pabnoouévovs v pabnudrwr 70 xd\uoror, dpxeslar
xal &pxew. See Roquette, Xen. Vit L § 5, p. 25.

1 1t will be best to cite the ancient authorities :—

Besides two passages in Xenophon himself (4zab. V. iii. 7, and VIL 57),
which must be considered in reference at least to the date (see pp. 218, 314),
we have the statements of three ancient authorities, none of which are very
close to the times of Xenophon. The earliest is Dio Chrysostom (the famous
rhetorician of the Flavian era, 100 A.D.), who tells us that ‘“ Xenophon was
exiled owing to his expedition with Cyrus,” Eevopdw Epvye 8id Tip perd
Kdpov gparelay (viii. p. 130 M), but how, why, or when, he does not explain.
The next is Pausanias, the archaeologist, etc. (160 A.D.), who adds a
suggestion, ‘‘ Xenophon was banished by the Athenians as having shared in
the expedition against the king, their well-wisher, with Cyrus, who was the
bitterest foe of the Democracy,” édubxbn 6 Eevopiv imd ’Abywalwr @s éwl
Bao\éa oplow evow Bvra orparelas peracxiwr Kipp woemwrdry Tob
8fuov (v. 6, 5). There seems to be some hope of a discovery here, but it
is after all delusive, since, as Grote points out, Artaxerxes only became efivovs
to Athens in 396 B.C., and Xenophon's friendship with Cyrus was an old story
then, The last authority is Diogenes Laertius. He has two references to the
matter, The first is contained in one of the two epigrams which he wrote in
honour of Xenophon (see above, p. xliv., and below, p. 146), in which occur the
words Kéxpombs ge woNirar petyew karéyvwy Tob ¢plhov xdpw Kipov, ¢ Thee
Cecrops’ citizens condemned to exile for thy dear Cyrus's sake’’ (Diogenes
Laertius, Life of Xen. § 14). The other occurs a little earlier (in § 7), where
he tells us that ‘* after the ‘ Anabasis’ and the occurrences in Pontus (in the
‘ Catabasis’), and the breaches of faith on the part of Seuthes, the king of the
Odrysians, Xenophon came to Asia to Agesilaus, the king of Lacedaemon, and
presented him with Cyrus's soldiers for pay (Z.e. as a mercenary force),” [This
is clearly a blunder, since he came to T4ééro7 in 399 B.C., to whom he handed
over the Cyreians, and to Dercylidas later on in the year, and to Agesilaus only in
896 B.C.] ‘‘Itwas at this time " [what time? 399 B.C. or 396 B.C.?] he adds,
‘‘that he was condemned to exile by the Athenians on ke ground of Laconism :
puerd 8¢ Tiw avdBacw kol Tds dv 7@ IbvTe gunpopds kal Tas mapasmwordioes
Tds Zebbov Tol 'Odpuodv PBac\éws Hkev els 'Adlav wpds ’Aynollaoy
o0 Aakedaipoviov BaciNéa, mabol rods Kbpov orpariwras alrg mapacydy,
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his friendship with Cyrus, or (scarcely less vaguely) to his

¢ihos Te A els UmepBoliw, wap '8 kxaipdy éwl Aakwviopyp Qvyip Ux'
’AGnvalwy kareywdoty. Diogenes is an unsatisfactory authority, and
generally contrives to confuse matters through carelessness, But on the whole
we must admit that his testimony, like that of the other two authorities, is
positively in favour of an earlier date than 394 B.C., and negatively of a less
pronounced form of Laconism than would have been Xenophon's presence
with the enemy of the allies and Athens at Coronea. On this intricate
question the modern authorities are nearly equally divided. Thus Grote is
quite clear that the sentence of banishment was not passed until after the
battle of Coronea, which took place in August 394 B.C.; and he states
clearly the grounds of his opinion in A, G. vol. ix. 242 note 1, which he
reiterates as an historical fact in Plafo, III. xxxix. p. 566. Curtius, on the
other hand (Eng. tr., vol. v. p. 149, bk. vii. ch, ii.), takes an opposite view.
¢ Thus Xenophon when probably not more than thirty years of age entered the
service of Cyrus, and was unexpectedly called upon to perform duties of high
importance, in which he exhibited so much efficiency that his fame even
radiated itself upon Athens. And yet by what he did he incurred the loss
of his native city ; for probably about the time when proceedings against all
anti-constitutional tendencies were resumed at Athens (vol. iv. p. 142), and
when Socrates was sentenced, Xenophon was by a popular decree deprived of
his civic rights as a partisan of Cyrus ; possibly a diplomatic consideration
for the wishes of the Persian king contributed to bring about this decision,”
etc. With this in the main I agree. I will only add a note on the two
passages in the Anabasis above referred to. The first occurs on p. 218 and
note 4. The words run thus: Eevopdr 8re dwper odv "Ayno\dy ék Tis
'Actas Tiw els Bowwrods 836y, xarakelwer (1d Tijs *Apréuwdos uépos) wapd
MeyaBitw . . . kal éréoreer, v pdv abrds cwby, éavry dwododvar Av 8¢
Tt wd0p, dvaleivar womodueror T4 *Aprémdec 8 i olotro xapieigbar Th e,
‘Ewel & Epevyev & Hevopdw, xarowoivros #8n & ZxiModvri, dukvetrar
MeydBuos. . . . It has been asked by those who rely on this passage to
prove that Xenophon was banished after 394 B.C., ‘‘ Why should he mention
his banishment at all in this context, if it had occurred five years or so before
he set off with Agesilaus to Europe?” To those who are not satisfied with
Thirlwall's explanation (see A. G. iv, ch. xxxiv, p. 357, and in reference to
Anad. V. iii. 7, Xenophon, Niebukr, and Delbrueck, Philol, Mus, vol. i. p.
516), I would suggest that the expression is natural enough, if at the date
of publication of the Anadasis the sentence had been rescinded. It is
highly probable that this was the case, Xenophon was, I think, forced to
leave Scillus, and settled in Corinth soon after the battle of Leuctra, 371
B.C. The sentence of banishment was rescinded not later, I think, than
369 B.C., possibly earlier; and the Anadasis published almost simultane-
ously. But this will need further discussion in a later volume. In any case
I do not consider the inference to be drawn from Azaeb. V. iii. 7 con-
clusively in favour of 394 B.C. And the suggestion, if in that direction, may
be met by the suggestion of Anad, VIL vii. 57 : Sevopdv 5¢ od wposyet, dGANG
pavepds v olkade wapackevalbuevos: ob ydp ww Yhigos adrd émfaro
’A0nvyoe wepl puyds, which surely implies that the incident of his banish-
ment did presently prevent him from carrying out his intention to return home.
‘The only escape from that conclusion is to suppose that the words o0 ydp ww
k.T.\. are an editor's note—wrongly inserted in the text—a footnote, as it

.
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LaconismX  But in what particular way this Laconism was
shown, or how and why either Zaconism or friendship with
Cyrus should have brought upon him a sentence of exile, is at
the present time altogether a matter of conjecture. Under
the circumstances it will be fairer at once to Xenophon and to
my readers, if I state here my own conviction that the sentence
of exile was passed soon after the events recorded on the last
page of the Anabasis (p. 318 of this volume), and that the
gravamen of the indictment lay, as the ancients put it, at once
in his former friendship with Cyrus and his present (or late)
inclination towards Sparta, the ancient enemy of the Democracy.
By “soon after,” I mean within a year or two years (or three at
the most). It seems to me not improbable that Pharnabazus
himself, or some one of the great king’s personal agents,?

were, cautioning the reader, who thinks of Xenophon as a banished man, not
to antedate the commencement of his exile, But that in itself is surely
far-fetched. According to Grote he not only was free in 399 B.C. to return
to Athens, but for a short while did so. But if so, why in recounting the
incidents of 399 B.C. should he go out of his way to speak of a matter which
could only affect his movements in 394 B.C. ?

1 Aaxwyigubs = a leaning to Sparta, a philo-Laconian propensity or be-
haviour, not necessarily even in the sphere of practical politics treasonable ;
though often enough so actually or so regarded. Cf. ol Bowwridforres, ol
apyoNiovres, to express a party in the state favouring a particular policy.
To understand Laconism, as I have elsewhere said, we ought to go to a
somewhat analogous period—the Italy of the Republics, when Venice with
her relative stability and oligarchical government=Sparta ; Florence with her
intellectual turmoil and political self-consciousness =Athens, The comparison
might be worked out in detail. VPide Symonds, Age of the Despots, ch. iii.
passim, and ch, iv. p. 236; also Freeman, Historical Essays, 2d series,
p. 32.

2 For the mo\vmpaypootyy of these big-men and the little men their agents,
see Thucydides, and Xenophon, Hell. passim. See too the Anadasis for speci-
mens of the petty scheming busybody and emissary such as Dexippus, Neon
‘perhaps, Medosades, Heracleides. For the diplomacy of bigger men see the re-
lations of Pharnabazus and Anaxibius, and again of that satrap and Aristarchus.
As to the personal catastrophe, the tale told to Xenophon by Seuthes (p. 307)
at a certain date, that Thibron meant to put him to death, though falsified by
events, shows the sort of hazard which a man of some mark and scanty
means might be supposed to run, Still more to the point is the actual risk
either of losing his life or being delivered up to Pharnabazus (who had a
horror of Cyreians), which befell him earlier, before Perinthus, at the hands of
an evilly-disposed Spartan harmost (p. 282). One has only to imagine some
Athenian or other of the Dexippus type worked upon by an emissary of
Pharnabazus (as the Rhodian Timocrates was employed by the satrap
Tithraustes in a grander affair, Ze/Z. I11. v. 1), or of his own motion working

.
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Greek or foreign (working upon the ecclesia by dint of some
Athenian intermediary), may have had a hand in it. There
were many such political go-betweens, big or small, who already
during the Cyreian expedition, and whilst Athens was still in
political vassalage to Sparta, would be on the look-out to
undermine the influence of the dominant Hellenic power.
Is this probable? Apart from the relatively small matter of
a single man’s private fortunes, it can, I think, be shown to
be so.

Even during the earliest period of her supremacy, be-
tween 403 B.C. and the Cyreian expedition, when Spartan
influence was predominant in Greece and Asia, signs that the
tide would soon turn were already visible. The Corinthians
and Thebans, who would have been glad in 405 B.C. to see
Athens blotted out, were now beginning to be jealous of
Sparta rather than of Athens in her present defenceless con-
dition. The high-handed measures of the dominant power
shown in her treatment of the Asiatic states, where the Lysan-
drian Decarchies were a worse scourge than the imperial system
of the Democracy had ever been, caused disaffection in Asia
and apprehension in Hellas proper. ‘This was not all. The
war with Elis, which was simply coercive, was so unpopular with
the free states, that though Athens could not but send a con-
tingent, Corinth and Thebes refused to do so when summoned
in 400 B.c. Thereupon her tactics in Asia were changed, but
not skilfully. If the Decarchies were withdrawn, the states were
left to the mercy of the new Persian governor Tissaphernes,
who showed himself a very different master from Cyrus. The
states appealed to Sparta as the rpoordrys of Hellas, and her
tactics were further changed. A war with the Persian satraps
was undertaken. The idea of a national conquest of Persia,
a pan-Hellenic march in which Sparta was to represent Hellas,
began to fascinate the government. The first step was to send
out in 400-399 B.C. a body of troops under Thibron to assist
the Ionian cities.! It consisted of one thousand Spartan neoda-

for Pharnabazus or the king, or in the interests of a political party at Athens,
or conceivably in a self-seeking spirit, and for private purposes; and the
psephism of Eubulus, or whoever it was, is not unintelligible. See Note A
above, 1 Hell, 111 i.
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modes, four thousand Peloponnesians, and the three hundred
Athenian knights above spoken of. The Corinthians and
Thebans were again recalcitrant. They would have nothing to
do with the pan-Hellenic march. When the new Agamemnon
Agesilaus in 397 B.c. proposed to offer sacrifice in Aulis, the
latter laughed him to scorn, and treated the king of men and his
sacrifices with prosaic effrontery. Certainly,as Pausanias tells us,
they were but little affected by appeals to their gratitude.!
Their grievances were too deeply seated. The Corinthians and
Athenians more politely — but no less practically—for one
plausible reason or another begged to be excused. Nothing
has been said of Argos. There too, as in the three states
already mentioned, political ideas were already 2 shaping them-
_selves which eventually led to the coalition of 395 B.c.3 Pau-
sanias seems to think that the excuse offered by Corinth was dona
Jede, but with respect to the Athenians in 397 B.C. he adds signifi-
cantly that though they assigned the present weakness of the
state and pestilence as the ground of their inability, the real
reason was that they had already got wind of a visit of Conon,
the son of Timotheus, to the court of the great king.

This visit is perhaps the key to the whole matter. It is
unfortunate that we cannot fix the date of it more exactly. It
was brought about by Pharnabazus, who as far back as 408
B.C., and under the influence in part of Alcibiades, was ready
to procure the assistance of Persia for Athens rather than for
Sparta. He failed indeed, but only owing to the stronger will
and power of Cyrus, who elected for Lysander and Sparta, as
narrated in this volume (p. 12 foll.) Again in 404 B.C. the
same satrap had lent himself to negotiations with Alcibiades,
then in exile, the object of which was to further the interests of
Athens at the court of Susa, rather than those of Sparta, which
it could be shown were already unduly fostered by the rival
satrap (or, to give him his proper title, the Karanos Cyrus).
This history now repeats itself. It is no longer Alcibiades, but
another distinguished Athenian exile, a man of less question-

1 Pausan. iii. 9, 2. 2 And even earljer. -
3 Which was said to be brought about in part by Persian gold. See the
tale of the Rhodian Timocrates sent by Tithraustes, the Persian satrap who

succeeded Tissaphernes, and the thirty thousand arckers. (The coins were
stamped with the image of an archer.)
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able patriotism, Conon, at the court of Evagoras, the prince
of Salamis in Cyprus, who conducts the negotiations on the
side of Athens; but the satrap is the same.! In 397 B.C., as
it would appear, if not in 398 B.c. summer (see below), during
a truce with the Spartan Dercylidas, he repaired to Susa,? and
by dint of a diplomatic correspondence which he set up
between the court and the prince of Cyprus, he entirely
altered the king’s policy. The correspondence, it seems, was
skilfully conducted by Ctesias the king’s physician, and an
important item of the new programme was the equipment of
a royal navy, the command of which should be entrusted to
Conon.?

The prospect of so securing the goodwill of Artaxerxes,
though not openly proclaimed, may well explain the reluctance
of the Democracy to assist in any joint attack on Persia in 397
B.C. If we turn for a moment to home affairs,* the feeling of the
state towards certain wealthy oligarchical members is clear
enough from the remark of the historian already quoted. To
send off three hundred knights seemed to the ecclesia, even as
early as 399 B.C., no bad riddance of bad rubbish ; or to speak
more courteously, as Grote says, they were glad to see such
people honourably provided for. In either case, it seems
certain that between 399 B.C,, or even earlier, and 397 B.C,
the emancipation of Athens had commenced. As a subject
ally of Sparta, and seeing that her walls were still dismantled,
she was debarred from independent action, but an instinctive
germinal foreign policy existed. This, as regards Hellas

1 For the relations of Pharnabazus and Alcibiades in 404, see Grote, 4. G.
viii; p. 427. For those of Pharnabazus and Conon in 397 (or earlier), see
Plut. Artax. Ctesias of Cnidos, the court physician, was also diplomatically
employed in this matter, as the king’s plenipotentiary. Didot. Ctesiae, fr. 29,
§ 63 (as preserved by Photius).

2 See Hell. 111. ii. 1, 398-397 B.C. ; winter truce extended through summer,
#. ii. 9.

3 See Hell. 11L. iv. 1.

4 For internal affairs at Athens between 403 B.C. and 395 B.C., see among
modern authorities, Grote, A. G. viii. ch. Ixvi.; Curtius, iv. p. 142 foll. (Eng.
tr.); Jebb. As¢tic. Or. vol i., on Lysias, and passim,; Thirlwall, vol. iv. xxxv.
Among ancient authonu&s, Xen. Hell. 111.; Lysias, Or. xxxiv., xix., Xxvi., xvi.,
xxxi,, XXV., xii., vi. (which is not by Lysms but probably by some con-
temporary), and xiii.; Ctesias, his fragments in Didot., and a passage quoted
by Plut. Artax. (Clough V. P. 443) ; Pausanias, iii. 9, 2.
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proper, pointed in the direction of alliance with Thebes and
other states fretting under Spartan predominance. As regards
Asia and her former subject allies, it implied a readiness to
meet the Persian king half way, in case he showed any desire
to retaliate for Cyrus’s attack upon the state which had aided
it, whose power he had suicidally developed.

One must not make too much of a small matter; but to return
to our biographical difficulty—it seems quite likely that some
member of the ecclesia may at any moment after the return of the
Ten Thousand have proposed the banishment of that Athenian
who had most distinguished himself in the attack on Artaxerxes,
whether he was a knight or not, and whatever the colour of his
politics before he left Athens in 4or1 to strike up a quixotic
friendship with the bitterest foe of the Democracy (re
wolepukwrdry), who had proved himself the worst foe also of
the Persian king his brother. The conduct of Xenophon on
his return to Europe might in itself be easily open to mis-
construction. During the two years’ absence he had to a
great extent lost touch of home politics; or he did not
allow sufficiently for the conservative reaction at home, and
the recovery of national independence. To him the dominion
of Sparta appeared to be solidly established ; to the leaders at
home it appeared to be assailable. Judging as he did that
Sparta was the leading state, and that whatever a Laconian
officer willed was law, he had somewhat coquetted with and
humoured the navarchs and harmosts with whom he came in
contact. It was not through lack of patriotism to his country,
but out of loyalty to his fellow-adventurers, that he so adapted
himself. It was from an amiable desire to save the reputation
of the heroic band, and not their reputation only but their lives,
that he so acted. But this action may have been misunder-
stood or misinterpreted.! Just as his detractors explained to
the Laconian emissaries that he was too much the soldiers’
friend, too popular in his manners, and would prove a thorn
in the side of Sparta ; so at home it might have been reported
of him that he was too simply philo-Lacénian. A better
citizen would have done better by a fine body of troops than
surrender them to Thibron. And what did it all tend to,

1 At the end of the Thracian campaign (see p. 301).
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if not to furthering interests which neither the Democracy
approved of, nor the king, whose goodwill was worth concili-

- ating, could be other than annoyed by ?

It was thus, or somehow thus, as I imagine, that on the
motion of Eubulus or some other citizen the decree of banish-
ment was passed (between 399 B.c. and 397 B.c.) There was
certainly no mystery about it at the time ; nor does this view
of the matter need any machinery of sycgphants to support it.
It implies no anti-oligarchic bias in the behaviour of the
restored Demos—no overriding of the amnesty—nor indeed
anything but what seems natural enough and was already fore-
seen in 401 B.C. by Socrates : a readiness to dispense with the
services of so doubtful a citizen.!

The effect of it was to throw Xenophon more completely
into the hands of the Spartan authorities, and led eventually
to those close relations with Agesilaus, affecting the whole tenor
of his future life, which it is now our business to consider.

It has already been suggested that in the spring of 399 B.C,,
after handing over the remnant of the Cyreians to the Spartan
Thibron at Pergamus, Xenophon himself, being free to return
home, returned to Europe, possibly to Athens, or more prob-
ably no farther than to Megara, where in the society of the
Socratics and perhaps of the Spartan Lysander, he may have
found time to set his affairs in order,2 during the space of a
month or two, after which he returned to the Aeolid. Accord-
ing to another view, which is quite as probable, he never left
Asia at all at this season, but continued in command, actually

1 The offence, such as it was, was the consequence of an original false step,
but under the circumstances it may well have been made to appear unpardon-
able. Friendship with Cyrus, and Laconism! We, too, know the force of
political catchwords. We do not know, of course, how the charge was
brought against him ; what the procedure, or what the court was. But if he
could have p